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POLITICAL PLASTICITY

Political plasticity refers to limitations on how fast, how much, and in
what ways political behavior does (or does not) change. In a number
of important areas of behavior, such as leader—follower relations,
ethnicity, religion, and the rich—poor divide, there has been long-term
continuity of human behavior. These continuities are little impacted by
factors assumed to bring about change such as electronic technologies,
major wars, globalization, and revolutions. In addition to such areas of
low political plasticity, areas of high political plasticity are considered.
For example, women in education is discussed to illustrate how rapid
societal change can be achieved. This book explains the psychological
and social mechanisms that limit political plasticity and shape the
possibility of changes in both democratic and dictatorial countries.
Students, teachers, and anyone interested in political behavior and
social psychology will benefit from this volume.
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Preface

This book is about continuity in political behavior, which makes it an
anomaly because almost all of our focus in the twenty-first century is on
change — such as change in political behavior associated with the Internet
and social media, gender roles, aging, globalization, and deglobalization.!
Whereas received wisdom points to the importance of rapid changes in
short time periods, I am highlighting ‘surprising’ continuity over long
time periods. For example, I ask “Why do leaders still exist?” and point to
the continuing role of centralized leadership, most often older males, in
different societies over many thousands of years.

I lead the reader to a reassessment of how we traditionally think about
change in political behavior. This reassessment requires a differentiation
between surface and deep changes. For example, the ‘great’ American and
French revolutions of the eighteenth century, and the more recent revolu-
tions in Russia, Cuba, Iran, and the Arab Spring countries, have brought
about some changes but only at the surface level. I argue that at the deeper
level, even the ‘great’ revolutions brought little change in key aspects of
political behavior; their hallmark has been continuity. But in other areas,
I point to high political plasticity and the wider ramifications of rapid
changes in key domains such as women in education. By identifying con-
tinuity and change in political plasticity over long time periods, we reach a
far more accurate picture of human societies and individuals, one that also
better prepares us to plan for the future.

This book is written for readers interested in politics and political
behavior. In the university context, teachers and students in political sci-
ence, social psychology, and political psychology will find this book of

particular interest.
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CHAPTER I

Political Plasticity, the Key to Understanding
the Future of Democracy and Dictatorship

The newly built house I was visiting was designed by a Florentine architect
and filled with the most elegant and fashionable futuristic Italian furni-
ture. Exquisitely manicured and coiffured, the host and hostess were also
dressed in the height of fashion, according to the latest tastes in Rome
and Milan. We were served cool Italian ices and lemon cake from Amalfi,
in dazzling glass dishes crafted in Torcello. It was 1977 and I was visit-
ing a young Italian-educated Iranian couple in Tehran, during a summer
away from my student life in England. The Iranian economy was boom-
ing, thanks to the 1973 oil price hikes that instantly brought Iran and other
oil-producing nations enormous additional wealth. Many Iranians were
using their suddenly increased incomes to transform themselves and to
emulate Western societies in their homes, self-presentations, and lifestyles.
The explosive pace of change and burgeoning opulence were breathtaking.

I was flying back to England the following day to resume my studies.
My next immediate duty was to visit my great-grandfather to say goodbye
to him and some other members of my extended family who, accord-
ing to tradition, gathered at his home once a week. His home was in the
old part of Tehran, close to the Grand Bazaar. A taxi took me to a street
near my destination, and from there I walked through narrow, winding,
dusty lanes too narrow for automobiles but sheltered from the blazing
sun by high crumbling walls and soaring wind-towers. The old house was
built around two sheltered courtyards, the larger one exclusive to family
members. I stepped through an ancient wooden door and removed my
shoes before entering the main reception room, which was spacious and
covered in ancient Persian carpets. There was no Western furniture in the
room, and very little sign of Western influence. Like other family mem-
bers who were visiting, I sat on the floor and was served local watermelon.
This seemed like a different world from the Westernized part of Tehran,
including the futuristic ‘Ttalian” home I had visited in the morning. Some

I
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parts of Iran seemed to have changed dramatically, so they now bore little
resemblance to traditional Iranian society.

However, as is often the case, surface changes hide much deeper conti-
nuities. The furniture, clothing, and some other features of life had changed
for many Iranians, but central aspects of social relations between people
continued as before. For example, in both the chic Italian-style house and
in my great-grandfather’s traditional-style home, the use of space and some
other aspects of behavior remained the same. In both cases, the reception
rooms had a top (ballaa), away from the entrance and toward the center,
and a bottom (paa-een), at or close to the entrance. The higher the status
of individuals, the closer they sit to the top. Irrespective of whether one
sits on the floor in a traditional home or on chairs in a home with Western
furniture, all rise when a high-status person enters the room. When seated,
the soles of the feet are never shown, particularly to higher-status others. In
both contexts, social relations and the use of space are determined in the
same way by relative status and social ranking.

Leader—follower relations represent an even more significant example of
how surface changes can camouflage deeper behavioral continuities. Before
the 1979 revolution, Iran was led by a shah (Mohammad Reza Pahlavi,
1919-1980) and his family, who dressed in the finest Western clothes, spoke
multiple Western languages, engaged in skiing and other Western leisure
activities, and were in many respects ‘modern.’ After the 1979 revolution,
Iran was led by Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini (1902-1989), who together
with his family dressed in traditional Eastern clothing, with women in
his family conforming to strict Islamic hejab. While the shah encouraged
Iranians to emulate Western values and lifestyles, Ayatollah Khomeini
encouraged Iranians to return to (so-called) Islamic ways, particularly in
areas such as dress, gender roles and social relations. On the surface, it
appears that the two leaders could not have been more different. The shah
wanted to make Iran the Switzerland of the Middle East; Khomeini wanted
Iran to return to an imagined ideal Islamic society of the past.

But at a deeper level, the shah and ayatollah represent an important conti-
nuity in leadership style before and after the 1979 Iranian Revolution: absolute
power in the hands of a single male dictator. First, whatever the shah/ ayatol-
lah uttered immediately gained the status of sacred, as not just ‘truth’ but as
something never to be questioned by any Iranian. Second, there was no limit
to the range of subjects on which the shah/ayatollah could or would express
their sacred opinions.! Third, anyone who dared to question the authority of
the shah/ ayatollah was immediately attacked, resulting in their banishment,
or imprisonment, or death. This absolute obedience to a single male dictator


https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009277129.002

Continuity and Change in Political Behavior 3

has continued into the twenty-first century in Iran — even though a charade
of ‘democratic elections’ is now put on every few years so that the people can
elect the president (that the supreme leader has chosen for them).

On further reflection, it becomes evident that continuity in political
behavior is not exclusive to Iran. Consider the coming to power in the
twenty-first century of Donald Trump and other authoritarian strongmen
through populist support in countries as varied as the United States, Brazil,
India, the Philippines, Hungary, South Africa, Poland, Turkey, Venezuela,
among others. Trump’s antidemocratic orientation is made clear by his
refusal to accept the results of the 2020 presidential elections and his direct
attempts (notably on January 6, 2021) at disrupting the peaceful transition
of power.> The rise of Trump and other similar antidemocracy leaders in
the twenty-first century, in the United States and elsewhere, represents an
important continuity in leader—follower relations going back thousands of
years, involving leadership by a charismatic, authoritarian older male, who
(at least for a time) enjoys popular support and attempts (often success-
fully) to concentrate all the levers of power in his own hands.

Continuity and Change in Political Behavior
and the Central Role of Political Plasticity

In our discussions and explanations of political behavior in societies
labeled as democracies and dictatorships, we often miss the significance
of deep and influential continuities. This neglect takes place irrespective
of whether democracy and dictatorship are being discussed in academic
research, in the media, or in everyday life among laypersons. As I argue in
this book, continuities in behavior engulf us, but they often remain cam-
ouflaged. Also, we tend to ignore the connections between different trends
that are part of larger continuities. What seem to be different unrelated
events can be part of a larger, deeper pattern of behavioral continuity.
Consider the following three apparently unrelated events. Each of them is
extremely important and each has had a profound impact on our twenty-
first-century world.

First, a century after women won the vote in the United States (in 1920),
no woman has become US president. Even though women now outper-
form men in most areas of education in the United States and many other
societies,* they are still unrepresented at the highest levels of business and
politics, where the real power lies. In places where it matters the most — the
boardrooms of the wealthiest businesses, the Congress, the White House —
women are still grossly underrepresented. Why is this?
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Second, consider the continued widespread racism and injustices suffered
by African Americans in the United States. Although slavery was abolished
in the United States in 1865, African Americans continue to face harsh eco-
nomic inequalities and unjust treatment.s What explains the continued
plight of African Americans in the United States? Why did Reconstruction
after the American Civil War (1861-1865), and all the other programs that
followed in the twentieth and twenty-first centuries, including the radical
movements of the 1960s, not solve the injustices faced by African Americans?

The third puzzle we must consider concerns major political revolutions.
Why is it that even the greatest revolutions bring so little lasting change,
particularly in styles of political leadership? King Louis XVI is guillotined
(1793) and the French Revolution leads to dictator Emperor Napoleon;
Tzar Nicholas II is murdered (1918) and the dictatorship of Lenin, Stalin,
and the new Tzars begins, until we get to Tzar Putin (in power since
2000). The Cuban Revolution, the Arab Spring, they all lead to the rise
of new dictators and new forms of dictatorship. I returned to Iran imme-
diately after the revolution in 1979, only to live through the dictator shah
being replaced by the dictator ayatollah.

Of course, Americans will object that their revolution is different: The
British king was replaced by an elected president. But how new was the
political system that came into effect after the American Revolution?
Actually, in some important respects it was not new at all. Over 2,500 years
ago in Athenian democracy, free men had the right to vote — but women
and slaves did not. Well over 2,200 years later, the American Revolution
gave free men, not women and not slaves, the right to vote. Women and
ethnic minorities had to wait until the twentieth century to gain this right,
and in the twenty-first century voter suppression in various forms ensures
that even in the most important elections barely half of all US citizens get
to cast votes. Participants in American politics are white, old, rich, and
this trend is continued through voter suppression targeting minorities and
poor people.¢ Why do even major revolutions bring so little change, par-
ticularly in political power and leadership?

I argue that these three puzzles — the lack of clout among women in busi-
ness and politics, the continued unjust treatment of African Americans,
and the failure of revolutions to bring deep change in leadership and power
relations — are all explained by political plasticity. 1 use this term to refer to
limitations on how fast, how much, and in what ways political behavior
does (or does not) change. Brain plasticity is already widely known;7 politi-
cal plasticity, a new concept I introduce,® is just as important because so
much political and social progress depend on it.
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What is the significance of limitations on political plasticity? Why does
political plasticity matter? The answers to these questions are given in
this book. This topic is important and timely, because increased politi-
cal plasticity is the path to fuller democracy and justice for poor whites,
for women, for blacks and other ethnic minorities, and for all of us in
the larger society. This book explains the psychological and social mecha-
nisms that limit political plasticity; a limitation that shapes the possibility
of change toward more open, democratic societies.

All major societies began as dictatorships, with leaders enjoying titles
such as chief, emperor, and king. But different forms of more open societ-
ies began to emerge in the West from about 2,500 years ago,? in the shape
of Athenian democracy and then the Roman Republic. From the collapse
of the Roman Republic around 2,000 years ago until the great American
and French revolutions of the eighteenth century, there were a number
of other smaller movements toward openness in society, such as in the
Florentine Republic of the fifteenth century that was brought to an end
through the power monopoly achieved by the Medici.”® Progress toward
democracy accelerated in the twentieth century, but the road to democ-
racy has not been smooth and there have been many setbacks, including
the failure of numerous antidictatorship revolutions, which have typically
resulted in one dictatorship being replaced by another." The world has
experienced a decline of democracy and openness in the twenty-first cen-
tury.” At this juncture in history, an ideal held by many (but not all®)
people is to move societies to greater openness and fuller democracy,
toward achieving actualized democracy, “full, informed, equal participa-
tion in wide aspects of political, economic, and cultural decision making
independent of financial investment and resources.”

This book explains how the road to actualized democracy is shaped and
limited by political plasticity. Part of the explanation for why political
plasticity is so rigid is to be found in the persistent relationship between
children and their adult caretakers. The characteristics of the family vary
in some respects across cultures and across time, with same-sex families,
single-parent families, and other variations increasing especially in Western
societies in recent decades. However, a universal feature of human child—
parent relations is that children are born completely helpless and are for
many years entirely dependent on adult support for survival. The utter
helplessness of human newborns means that for many years adults have
more power than children and adults control the key resources. This rela-
tionship has remained stable across evolution and is the source of impor-
tant behavioral continuities, particularly through the communications of
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language, religion, traditions, values, and culture broadly. Of course, some
youth do rebel against the traditions handed down to them, but the gen-
eral trend of continuity is maintained through the superior power and
resources of adults and older people, who pass on ways of doing things as
part of a larger continuity.

From one perspective, the discussions in this book will seem pessimistic,
because I often examine political plasticity in the context of change over
very long time periods, spanning thousands of years. Most people want
to see progress toward democracy take place much faster. Revolutionaries
sometimes topple dictatorships in a matter of months, weeks, or even days,
and they want to see the transition from dictatorship to democracy also
happen in a matter of months, weeks, or days. My focus on change over
longer time periods, sometimes over thousands of years, and the role of
political plasticity in limiting political change does not match the enthusi-
asm of prodemocracy advocates demanding swift change.

Psychologists are another group who might be surprised and even
bewildered by my focus on very-long-term changes. The majority of psy-
chologists are trained to conduct one-hour studies, usually in a labora-
tory — that is also how I was trained. What psychologists usually mean
by ‘long-term’ studies typically involve tracking changes in personality
or some other psychological characteristic over the course of a few years,
decades, or at most a human lifespan.’ Psychologists very seldom con-
sider behavioral changes over time periods longer than the human lifes-
pan, but we must consider much longer time periods in order to better
understand political plasticity.

My argument that political plasticity has to be considered in the context
of long-term changes, sometimes thousands of years, seems to be contra-
dicted by a view of our twenty-first-century world as rapidly and con-
stantly changing. But a closer examination reveals that the ‘fast change’
people have in mind is in technological and scientific domains, which does
not necessarily change behaviors such as leader—follower relations in the
political domain, particularly for authoritarian strongmen. For example,
the topic of ‘digital governance’ in the context of fast-changing technolo-
gies has important implications for leadership in organizations, but as
Donald Trump showed (particularly in the run-up to the 2016 US presi-
dential elections) with his use of Twitter and other ‘advanced’ communi-
cations technologies, the tools available in the digital age can be used to
bolster long-standing ‘primitive’ authoritarian leadership styles. Trump’s
antidemocratic sentiments are no secret, yet he has used the latest com-
munications technologies to advance his authoritarian political agenda.
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Technological and scientific innovations help to bring about changes in
human behavior,” but this behavioral change is not necessarily in support
of movement toward actualized democracy. Indeed, dictatorships such as
China, Russia, and Iran have been quick to adopt new technologies to sup-
press opposition groups. As Xu points out, “Although social scientists, pol-
icy makers, and human rights advocates celebrated the dawn of the Internet
era in the hopes that better communication technology would become a
powerful tool to ensure and encourage freedom and democracy ..., we have
not observed widespread authoritarian collapse in the two decades since the
advent of this era.”® On the contrary, authoritarianism has become stron-
ger and democracies have weakened during this ‘digital” age.”” Research in
China,> the largest dictatorship, and Venezuela,” a relatively minor dicta-
torship, shows that authorities in dictatorships use the latest technologies to
more accurately identify, monitor, and persecute political activists.

My goal in identifying the impact of political plasticity on changes in
political behavior is to help sharpen the focus and improve the strategies
of prodemocracy forces. The rise of the superpower dictatorship China,
the failure to escape dictatorship after revolutions such as in Iran in 1979
and the Arab Spring countries in the twenty-first century, and the com-
ing to power of authoritarian strongmen through elections in the United
States, India, Brazil, Turkey, and some other countries, have taken the
wind out of the sails of prodemocracy forces and encouraged the prodicta-
torship side. This trend has given rise to the suspicion that dictatorship is
the more natural order for human societies, that people naturally want to
escape from freedom and do not do well in democracies.?> The concept of
political plasticity reinvigorates prodemocracy forces, by helping to clearly
identify the factors that act as roadblocks to political change and through
this identification to enable better planning to bring about changes toward
actualized democracy. Most importantly, the analysis of political plasticity
enables us to make a more realistic assessment of what features of political
behavior can be changed, to what extent, and at what speed. My conclu-
sion, in the ‘Afterword,” is that women are the most important key to
progress toward expanding political plasticity and moving closer to actual-
ized democracy.

Plan of the Book

Political plasticity helps us unravel the puzzle of continuity and change,
summed up in the expression “The more things change, the more they stay
the same” (“plus ¢a change, plus c’est la méme chose”). This puzzle comes
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to prominence particularly after major revolutions. I was confronted by
this puzzle in Iran after the 1979 revolution, when at the surface level
everything seemed to radically change and take on an Islamic facade but
at a deeper level central and highly important aspects of political behav-
ior remained the same. The dress code, everyday expressions and com-
munications, slogans, music and entertainment, a lot of behavior between
women and men, and much more, all changed to become Islamic. But we
still had to be completely obedient to a single male dictator, the political
power of an elite who circled around the male dictator continued and even
increased, freedom of speech and basic human rights remained absent, and
in many other important ways things remained as they had been before
the revolution. This book examines and explains this puzzle of behavioral
continuity through the concept of political plasticity.

Different aspects of hardwiring, both inside and outside of people, are
examined in Chapter 2. Research on hardwiring in the brain is extensive
and growing, but there has been almost no psychological research on
the role of hardwiring outside of people in shaping continuity in behavior
across time. Turning to hardwiring outside people, I describe and examine
the role of cultural carriers, means through which values, ideals, identi-
ties, and other aspects of culture are propagated across generations and
groups.> Fairy tales, classic literature (including poetry and songs), tra-
ditional holidays and ceremonies, stereotypes, and daily expressions are
among many examples of cultural carriers that tend to continue across
generations, and often across revolutions. Cultural carriers are ‘hardwired’
in the sense that they are deeply imbedded within the fabric of everyday
life and social relationships; they cannot be changed or eliminated without
transforming everyday relationships — an extraordinarily difficult feat some
revolutionaries have attempted, but for the most part failed, to achieve.>

The eleven chapters that follow the introduction section (Chapters 1
and 2) are organized in three parts. The five chapters in Part I explore
different mechanisms through which political plasticity has remained lim-
ited, sustaining continuity in political behavior.

Why do major societies continue to have single (predominantly older
male) leaders who enjoy extensive power and influence? This is the ques-
tion taken up in Chapter 3. We now have the technological capability to
far more extensively include ordinary people and more diverse groups in
decision-making. Why do we not use this capability to include a more
varied array of people in making key decisions? Why is it that even in
countries labeled as democratic (including those in North America and
Western Europe) decision-making continues to be highly concentrated in
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the hands of individual leaders and a small elite group around them? For
example, in the United States the president can decide to launch inva-
sions of other countries, as George W. Bush did in 2001 and 2003, with
the disastrous invasions of Afghanistan and Iraq. Why is it that so much
power is concentrated in the hands of one man? I argue that the cen-
tral role of a single national leader in major societies, a continuity across
human history, is upheld by strong cultural carriers and collective patterns
of behavior. ‘Democratic elections’ have not fundamentally changed this
concentration of power in a single leader.

Chapter 4 examines the relationship between the rich and poor through a
cyclical conceptualization of historical change, which highlights continuity
in elite/non-elite relations. Through an examination of societal experiments
with collective ownership, such as in the Soviet Union, China, Cuba, and
other (so-called) communist societies,* I explore limits to political plastic-
ity in property ownership and in relationships between the rich and poor.
Psychological research on our tendency to interpret the world as just, and to
use legitimizing ideologies to justify inequalities, is central to this chapter.

Modernization theories and research led to the expectation that ethnic-
ity (discussed in Chapter 5) and religion (discussed in Chapter 6) would
gradually lose influence and become far less important in contemporary
societies.”” However, both ethnicity and religion continue to play central
roles in twenty-first-century societies, acting as forms of strong resistance to
change. Psychological theories of identity are used to frame discussions in
these chapters, arguing that continuities in political behavior are in impor-
tant ways shaped by ethnic and religious personal and group identities.

The final chapter in Part I examines the role of the built environment
in shaping continuity in political behavior (Chapter 7). Revolutionaries
in the French (1789), Russian (1917), and other major revolutions have
recognized the key role of the built environment and the design of
physical space in shaping and supporting behavioral continuities. For
this reason, revolutionaries have often attempted to rename, redesign,
and reshape the built environment, organizing the use of space in new
ways. However, the built environment is often the product of many
years, sometimes many centuries and even thousands of years of col-
lective effort. Despite radical plans and enormous efforts by revolution-
ary groups, even those who gain absolute control of a society, there are
severe limits to how fast and how much the built environment can be
reconstructed. Consequently, the built environment often shapes behav-
ior in the same ways across many generations and supports continuities
in social relationships, even after radical revolutions.
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The four chapters in Part II of this book examine the role of impor-
tant change agents: revolution (Chapter 8), war (Chapter 9), technology
(Chapter 10), and globalization (Chapter 11). Chapter 8 argues that the role
of revolution as change agent is complex, generally misunderstood, and also
exaggerated. Revolutions tend to bring about 7ype 1 change, involving only
within-system transformations, associated with surface-level changes. They
rarely bring about Type 2 change, involving between-system changes and
transformations in political behavior at a deeper level. Examples of conti-
nuities in domains such as leader—follower relations, class-based inequali-
ties, wealth concentration, and power distribution support my argument.
Next, in Chapter 9 major wars are examined as significant contributors to
change, with discussions of changes in political behavior brought about by
the two world wars (19141918 and 1939-1945). In Chapter 10 technology is
discussed as a potentially important agent of change in political behavior,
but this potential is often not realized because of power inequalities in the
ownership and control of technologies. For example, the potential of elec-
tronic technologies has yet to be realized in expanding the participation of
ordinary people in political decision-making.

Chapter 11 examines deglobalization and the backlash against globaliza-
tion and the global village. Globalization and the mass migration of hun-
dreds of millions of people across regions and national boundaries have
been associated with threats to identities, particularly national identities.
In order to improve intergroup relations and the tolerance of dissimilar
others, we must do a great deal more to nurture democratic citizens who
can effectively participate in and support actualized democracy.?® Also, we
must consider possible limits to changes in political behavior. For exam-
ple, we must consider limitations on how fast and how many dissimilar
others can be successfully integrated into a host society.

The two chapters in Part III of the book look ahead to future changes in
political behavior. Chapter 12 explores the dictator’s mind, in the context
of the deadly competition taking place between democracies and dictator-
ships in the twenty-first century. Particular individuals with the person-
ality characteristics of dictators are always present in all societies. These
potential dictators are ready to spring to power, as soon as the springboard
to dictatorship becomes available. Consequently, the danger from poten-
tial dictators is ever-present, as is the danger of democracies sliding back
into dictatorships. This is another limitation of political plasticity.

In ‘Afterword,” ‘lessons learned’ are considered. I argue that women have
played a key role in bringing about political change and are probably the
most important element in future (collective and individual) behavioral
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changes. The advancement of women over the last century, particularly
in areas such as education, has been impressive and even spectacular.
Whereas until fairly recently women were not even allowed to enter many
elite universities, they now make up the majority of students and many of
the faculty — most in some academic departments. In all major societies
where women have gained the right to vote and stand for political office
on equal footing with men, as the number of women in higher political
offices have increased, progressive changes in political policies and political
behaviors have followed.* In addition, as the role of women in society has
changed, the characteristics of the family have also changed, and this has in
important ways expanded and liberated the role of males, as well as gender
relations within the family.

Of course, the key role played by women in shaping political behavior
is intuitively recognized by many, including reactionary forces that resist
progressive changes. Consequently, in societies led by authoritarian males,
strenuous efforts are being made to keep women in their traditional roles
and exclude them from political power. This is most obvious in Islamic
societies, where women continue to be treated as third-class citizens and
prevented from contributing to cultural, economic, political, scientific,
and other domains. The consequence is that not a single Islamic society is
in the ranks of the advanced countries of the world.

In summary, this book uses the lens of political plasticity to explore and
highlight the role of continuities in political behavior and the social and psy-
chological mechanisms that sustain this continuity across time. By exam-
ining the mechanisms through which continuity in political behavior is
maintained, light is shed on limitations to political change. In essence, this
book explains the gap between our utopian political ideals, as reflected in
communist and capitalist ideologies and societies, and our actual practices,
both as they exist today and how they are probably limited in future devel-
opment. Through this analysis, I identify a realistic and progressive path
for prodemocracy forces to follow toward achieving actualized democracy.
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CHAPTER 2

Hardwiring inside and outside People

My focus in this chapter is on the role of hardwiring inside and outside
individuals that serve to uphold continuity in human behavior. This dis-
cussion provides the framework for the more detailed examinations of
continuity in behavior, such as in leader—follower relations, discussed in
the five chapters of Part I of this book. An essential element of this frame-
work is the fuller clarification of what ‘hardwiring’ means. At the same
time that the use of the term hardwiring has steadily increased since the
1970s,' some critics have argued that this term is too imprecise and more
effective terminology needs to be adopted by researchers.> After all, if hard-
wiring refers to a behavior that is dependent on brain wiring, then it must
include all behavior, and if it refers only to behavior that is not modifiable,
then it refers to very little since all behaviors can be modified under certain
conditions.

My approach is to conceptualize hardwiring at one extreme end of a
continuum, with softwiring at the other extreme.? There are very few —
perhaps no — behaviors that are at the extreme ends of the ‘completely
hardwired” to ‘completely softwired’ continuum (Figure 2.1). The vast
majority of behaviors are located somewhere on this continuum between
the two extremes. That is, almost all behaviors can be modified in certain
circumstances, but there is variation in the extent of modification possible
and the characteristics of the conditions necessary to bring about change.

Grossi and a number of other researchers have made available detailed
examinations of the meaning of ‘hardwired,” but only in relation to the
brain and processes inside individuals.# I argue that in addition to the
attention to the ‘hardwired—softwired’ continuum concerning processes
within individuals, we must attend to the same continuum concerning
processes in the larger society outside individuals. 1 adopt a societies to cells
approach, by giving priority to hardwiring outside individuals. But I also
acknowledge that, as reflected in epigenetic research,’ there is no strict
division between hardwiring inside and outside individuals. For example,

12


https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009277129.003

Continuity in Behavior and Psychological Science 13

Completely Hardwired Completely Softwired

Figure 2.1 The continuum of behaviors, from completely hardwired to completely
softwired, with almost all behaviors located somewhere between these two extremes

the question is not whether an individual ‘possesses’ or ‘does not possess’
certain genes but which genes are turned on or off by environmental trig-
gers. The implication is that characteristics that are to some degree hard-
wired within individuals or within environments can be triggered (or not)
by factors within environments and/or individuals.

Continuity in Behavior and Psychological Science

How has continuity in behavioral style been studied in psychological sci-
ence? The answer is that for the most part continuity has been neglected, and
when it has received research attention it has been studied by psychologists
within individuals across the lifespan and within families across generations.

Studies of individuals across the lifespan have focused on continuity
in a diverse set of behaviors, including anxiety disorders,® personality,”
and intelligence.® While the theme of continuity is strong in much of this
research, the central role of contextual factors means that changes take
place in relation to changing circumstances. For example, while there is
some continuity in mental health across the lifespan, there is evidence from
Western societies that subjective well-being and mental health improve
with age.” However, there is also evidence demonstrating that the relation-
ship between mental health and age differs across cultures; for example,
older Russians are reported to experience more negative and less positive
mental health, whereas older Germans are reported to experience more
positive and less negative mental health.®

Research on behavioral continuity within families across generations is
summed up by the main title of a paper on this topic: “Parenting begets
parenting.”™ In line with predictions from a range of theoretical perspec-
tives, including behaviorism and psychoanalysis, the early experiences of
children in important ways influence their cognitive, emotional, and social
behavior as adult parents, thus influencing how they treat their own chil-
dren. Research shows the role of mothers to be particularly important in
the continuity of abuse across generations: Mothers who were abused as
children tend to have children who become abused.” From an epigenetic
perspective, the contextual characteristics created by particular types of
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parenting will tend to trigger or silence particular genes in the child and in
this way influence future behavior (including parenting).

The social identity research tradition has also resulted in some research
on the continuity of collective identities;™# this research has highly impor-
tant implications for societal processes. When people feel their group iden-
tity is under serious threat, they tend to be more supportive of aggressive,
authoritarian strongmen as leaders, less supportive of human rights and
democracy, and more biased against outsiders of various kinds, including
immigrants and ethnic minorities.s This threat to ingroup identity has
been heightened by globalization and the vast movement across national
borders of people (usually dissimilar others) and cultural products, which
are seen by some nationalists as ‘invading our country,” attacking the foun-
dations of ‘who we are,” weakening our collective identity, and changing
the kinds of people we have become through our shared history.

Iona Opie and Peter Opie are among the researchers who have exam-
ined continuity in the behavior patterns and the narratives of children,
which are passed on from one generation of children to another, to some
degree independent of adults.’ This includes all the rhymes, stories, rid-
dles, and so on that children learn at certain ages, then teach the next
group of younger children, before forgetting much of what they knew in
that world of childhood.

In identifying continuities in behavior across historical periods, we
must take care not to be misled by surface-level changes so that we
neglect deeper continuities that can take place in disguised form (as I
discuss next).

Continuity in Disguise

[D]espite a vehement campaign to discredit and destroy all forms of
religion, the Stalin faction reinscribed certain elements of popular
religiosity into official political culture. The cult of Lenin was the
most obvious example. During his lifetime Lenin had been adulated
but had not been the object of a cult of personality. Following his
death, however, the Stalin group quite consciously sought to establish
its legitimacy by sanctifying the dead leader. During the civil war
the Bolsheviks had waged a campaign to expose the popular belief
that saints’ bodies did not decompose, yet Lenin’s body was now
embalmed like that of some latter-day pharaoh and placed in a mau-
soleum that instantly became a shrine.

Stephen Smith”
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After the 30 August 1918 assassination attempt on Lenin by Fania
Kaplan, the first but still exceptional religious associations tried to
explain Lenin’s survival. Since September 1918, Lenin’s qualities of a
saint, an apostle, a prophet, a martyr, a man with Christ-like qualities
and a ‘leader by the grace of God”” were venerated.

Klaus-Georg Riegel™

Religion represents an extremely useful domain of behavior through
which to better understand hardwiring outside individuals, as well as
the persistence and continuity of certain behavioral patterns across long
time periods. The continuity of religious behavior across major revolu-
tions and radical societal transformations affords particularly good learn-
ing opportunities for us, because left-leaning revolutions, and particularly
those inspired and guided by communist ideology, ostensibly make great
efforts to eradicate religion and delegitimize the church. In a secret 1922
letter to the Politburo, Lenin urged his communist comrades to use the
opportunity created by the widescale famine Soviet society was suffering
at that time to attack the church: “[TThe greater the number of represen-
tatives of the reactionary clergy and reactionary bourgeoisie we succeed in
executing ... the better. We must teach these people a lesson right now,
so they will not dare even to think of any resistance for several decades.”™

It is certainly ironic that Lenin, who attacked religion and the church
so vehemently, was transformed by Stalin and others into a religious icon,
with his mausoleum becoming a religious shrine. But not much effort was
needed to achieve this transfer of Lenin into a religious icon, because con-
tinuity in religious behavior was strongly supported by hardwiring outside
individuals. There is also some evidence that religious behavior is influ-
enced by hardwiring within individuals,*® but it is probably the hardwiring
outside individuals that is most important in this case.

Cultural carriers of various kinds supported the continuity of behavior pat-
terns before and after the 1917 revolution in Russia. That is, the tendencies
in cognitive style that reflect hardwiring within individuals and that served
to continue patterns of religious thinking were very strongly supported by
the wider, societal patterns of culture. An example of such larger patterns
of culture is the shared and mutually upheld cognitive style among Russian
peasants, which influenced the cult of Lenin. As Nina Tumarkin argues,

The success of the Lenin cult as a stabilizing and legitimizing force in Soviet
political life is due in some measure to the extent to which its contours were
shaped by traditional peasant culture. But the power of the cult owes even
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more to its religious form and content ... Lenin’s body, displayed as a holy
relic, has been ... the most evocative symbol of Lenin’s immortality ...
From the moment of Lenin’s death, the assertions of his immortality
became the central emotional focus of his cult.*

Thus, Lenin, an antireligion symbol during his life, was turned into a legit-
imization of religious experiences after his death.

Hardwiring outside Individuals

In explaining continuity in human behavior over historic time periods,
I first look to the role of what I call hardwiring outside individuals. By
this I mean the hardwiring reflected in the total way of life of human
beings, including the built environment, societal organization, and for-
mal institutions, as well as the informal culture, narratives and all forms
of communications, leader—follower relations, and cultural carriers. This
external hardwiring is already present when individuals are born, and it
continues (sometimes with little fundamental change) after they die. Each
generation of humans tends to see themselves as innovative and novel in
their behaviors, but in many important respects we are following the same
behavioral patterns that have been in place over very long time periods.

Commonality and continuity in hardwiring outside of individuals can
best be explained through an evolutionary lens. Certain behaviors, which
I have termed primitive social relations,* improve the survival chances of
groups. Effective leadership is an example of these primitive social rela-
tions. Effective leadership was a powerful factor in helping some groups
to better survive, and there developed within those groups behavioral and
organizational practices, including formal laws and informal shared beliefs
and values, that supported and kept in place effective leadership. This is
reflected in the constitutions of twenty-first-century societies, which uni-
formly endorse the important role of the national leader (such as the presi-
dent and the prime minister).

The central role of leadership is common to all major societies, irrespec-
tive of how democratic or dictatorial they actually are or position themselves
as being. In both more and less democratic countries, the most important
decisions in many political, economic, and other domains are ultimately
made by leaders. Of course, in more democratic countries the slogan ‘the
people decide’ is routinely brandished, but in practice even in such coun-
tries the central and pivotal role of the national leader in making decisions is
undeniable. For example, despite the role of ‘the people’ in making national
decisions in the United States, it was ultimately President George E. Bush
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who made the (disastrous!) decisions to launch the invasions of Afghanistan
(2001) and Iraq (2003). The right of leaders to make such decisions is sup-
ported by national constitutions and legal systems. Of course, competing
groups (e.g., the US Congress) attempt to exert their influence as well, but
in practice power remains concentrated in the hands of the national leader
through formal and informal hardwiring outside individuals.

Formal Hardwiring outside Individuals

Constitutions and legal systems are examples of what I refer to as for-
mal hardwiring outside individuals (among the many other examples are
organizational charts and regulations of institutions and the formal rules
and regulations of labor unions and professional associations). In many
cases, national constitutions are very slow to change. Indeed, the thrust of
originalist interpretations of constitutions is that continuity rather than
change should be the priority. (“Originalism is the theory of constitu-
tional interpretation that identifies the Constitution’s original meaning
as its authoritative meaning.”#) Originalism is highly influential in both
Western and non-Western countries and is reflected in the resurgence of
Islam and the movement to return to Sharia Law in many Muslim societ-
ies. The constitutions of many Islamic countries have been revised since
the late twentieth century in an attempt to return to ‘original’ Islam. I was
in Iran in the post-1979 revolution period when this process was underway
and the new (so-called)) revolutionary Iranian Constitution was crafted by
originalists, with an emphasis on ‘return to authentic Islam.’

But there are also progressive interpretations of constitutions, which
push for changes in legal interpretation in line with changing conditions,
an example being Erwin Chemerinsky’s progressive interpretation of the US
Constitution.” Revolutions also often result in revised or completely rewrit-
ten constitutions,* and this is a central theme of revolutions, from the ‘great’
eighteenth-century American and French revolutions to those in the twenty-
first century. After regime change, revolutionaries use their newly acquired
power to create a constitution that they believe will move society toward the
ideals they have in mind; for example, the 1918 Soviet Constitution set out
a new vision of collective and private property relations in Soviet society.?”

We must not be misled into believing that the ideals set up in the new rev-
olutionary constitution actually match what goes on in society. For example,
the idealist vision of property relations set up in the 1918 Soviet Constitution
never came to fruition, in the sense that collective farms and collective
ownership in general were not implemented in a way that resulted in high
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efficiency and productivity or happy peasants (this matters a great deal,
because “Russia’s population ... was still four-fifth rural and predominantly
peasant at the time of the Bolsheviks’ October 1917 revolution™). Indeed,
most Russian peasants regarded collectivization as a second Serfdom. This is
a key difference between the actual events on the ground and Soviet propa-
ganda, as Sheila Fitzpatrick argues in Stalin’s Peasants:

Stalin had a picture of the Soviet kolkhoz as a large-scale, modern, mechani-
cal farm that was economically and socially light years ahead of the back-
ward, small-scale farming of the Russian peasant. This was the image
propagated by Soviet publicists and accepted by many outside observers.
Reading the Soviet press of the 1930s, it is hard to catch any glimpses of the
real Russian village behind the Potemkin fagade. This is not only because
of the shameless exaggeration and deception that became a standard feature
of Soviet writing about agriculture during collectivization, but also because
a whole new language was invented to describe peasant farming in its col-
lective guise.?

Second, we must not assume that the (so-called) revolutionary con-
stitution is new in foundational ways, even though it uses revolutionary
language. At a deeper level, the revolutionary language of revolutionary
constitutions can camouflage stubborn continuities. For example, on the
surface the new postrevolution constitution of the Islamic Republic of Iran
seems very different from the pre-1979 monarchist constitution. However,
the ‘revolutionary’ constitution is ‘even more of the same’ in the sense
that it endorses an absolute dictatorship, giving power to a single male
leader (this is discussed in greater detail in Chapter 3 of this book). The
‘revolutionary’ dictator has a new title (supreme leader, instead of shah)
and a new ideological justification for his right to holding absolute power
(Khomeini’s interpretation of Shia Islam,* instead of the shah’s interpre-
tation of the pre-1979 Iranian constitution), but the result is the same:
absolute power in the hands of a male dictator.

Informal Hardwiring outside Individuals

Informal hardwiring outside individuals refers to all that is integral to
culture and serves to regulate behavior but is not made explicit through
formal laws and regulations. This includes all of the normative system,
comprised of norms, rules, values, attitudes, stereotypes, and in general
expectations people hold about correct and incorrect behavior in different
contexts. The normative system is mostly informal, implicit, and tacit, but
it is nevertheless highly powerful in shaping behavior.
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Informal hardwiring outside individuals is already ‘out there’ when an indi-
vidual is born and serves to regulate the integration of the individual into soci-
ety, as well as the entering of societal culture into the individual.* Becoming a
person and being able to effectively function as a member of a society require
that the individual take on how to think and how to act correctly according
to the local normative system. Although there is variation in human behavior,
most individuals most of the time behave correctly according to the local nor-
mative system. This regularity enables us to interact with others successfully
based on the mostly ‘correct’ patterns of behavior we and others follow.

It would be a mistake to assume that because it is informal the norma-
tive system is weak in influence. For example, the norms, rules, and so on
that guide the behavior of people at a wedding are not written down as
formal laws, but they nevertheless serve as extremely strong regulators of
behavior. In many Western and non-Western societies, the bride will wear
white rather than black, for instance. Women and not men wear dresses at
weddings. These behaviors are not regulated by formal laws but by infor-
mal norms that are followed by most people most of the time. There are at
least two characteristics that endorse the power of the normative system: It
is shared and it is passed on through cultural carriers.

As society enters into individuals through socialization processes, indi-
viduals take on ways of thinking and acting that reflect patterns of expected
behavior. But this taking on is not a private process involving isolated
individuals; rather, it is a group process involving collectively shared and
mutually upheld ways of doing and thinking. The collective nature of the
informal normative system makes it more powerful than it would be if it
did involve private processes within isolated individuals; those people who
go against what is expected behavior face collective pressure to do the right
thing. But there is variation in behavior, in part because there are some
differences across groups in conceptions of ‘correct’ behavior.

Cultural carriers serve as a second factor that ensures the great impact
of the normative system. These carriers are powerful in large part because
their influence carries across time and across different generations. For
example, the national flag and the national anthem carry certain values
(e.g., love and sacrifice for the nation) across many generations. In some
cases, cultural carriers carry forward values and other features of the nor-
mative system across thousands of years, an example being the Christian
cross as a cultural carrier. In many cases, cultural carriers regulate patterns
of behavior across groups as well as individuals; for example, the Islamic
hejab serves to regulate behavior between men and women, in particular
restricting the behavior patterns and rights of women.>
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Hardwiring inside Individuals

Almost all of the research on hardwiring has focused on the brain and
processes within individuals, with some attention to policy implications.?
Certain domains of behavior, such as sex differences and sexism,3 have been
postulated as being more hardwired. But a focus on plasticity and continu-
ous rewiring is also reflected in twenty-first-century brain research, for
example, as expressed by Sebastian Rinke and colleagues: “The brain is not
as hard-wired as traditionally thought ... Even in the mature brain, new
connections between neurons (ie., synapses) are continuously created and
existing ones are deleted, which can be described as structural plasticity.”¢
A highly important factor that remains largely overlooked is the human
body, whose shape, size, and other characteristics have remained fairly
stable over long time periods. As Rolf Pfeifer and Josh Bongard and others
have argued,’” the human body in important ways shapes how we think
and act, as well as the world we make ‘out there.” It is not just that the
body is necessary for thinking to take place but that the characteristics of
the human body shape the kind of intelligence we have developed. These
characteristics include, according to Rolf Pfeifer and Josh Bongard,

the shape of the body, the kinds of limbs and where they are attached, the
kinds of sensors (eyes, ears, nose, skin for touch and temperature, mouth for
taste) and where on the body they are found ... When interacting with the
real world, the body is stimulated in very particular ways, and this stimula-
tion provides, in a sense, the raw material for the brain to work with.*

This embodied perspective moves away from Cartesian dualism and the
tradition strengthened by René Descartes (1596-1650) of conceptualizing
the mind and the body as independent and separate entities. Moreover,
because the normal human body has had the same characteristics (e.g.,
two legs, two arms, two eyes, two ears, one nose, one mouth, one head,
etc. located in specific parts of the body) over very long time periods, the
impact of the body on human thinking has been similar across time and
across cultures.

Thus, the body has served as an important kind of hardwiring with
respect to cognition. This continuous role becomes clearer and more spe-
cific when we consider domains of behavior such as audition. The range of
sound waves audible to adult humans is from about 15—20 hertz (i.e., cycles
or vibrations per second) to about 15,000 hertz. Our auditory capacities
are far more limited than many animals. For example, bats use echoloca-
tion to produce sounds and use the echoes of those sounds to locate and
hunt small insects.? Just as the limitations of our auditory system shape
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our experiences, the characteristics of our visual system (e.g., the common
distribution of rods and cones) have evolved over very long time periods
and continue to shape our perception of shapes, motion, and colors as took
place thousands of years ago.+° In this way, the physiology of our visual sys-
tem serves as hardwiring, maintaining continuity in our hearing and seeing.

There is strong evidence that evolutionary pressures have shaped hard-
wiring within the body in areas such as beauty preferences. Evidence
shows some such preferences to be inborn, as they appear early in
infancy,# and are common to most or perhaps all humans.# There is also
evidence of sex differences in brain activity localization in how women
and men value youth and other physical characteristics, and this also
points to hardwiring.# The main criteria used for judging attractive-
ness in others, such as age (youth is more attractive#) and symmetry
(more symmetrical is more attractive®), are also seen as more hardwired,
although some researchers highlight the role of plasticity and social
learning in these domains as well.4¢

Evidence of hardwired characteristics inside individuals has been inter-
preted through costly signaling theory,#” which postulates that certain
characteristics of people (and animals generally) serve to communicate
important information about reproductive fitness to relevant others, and
the costlier the signal the more reliable it is. More costly signals are more
reliable because they are harder to fake. A classic example of this is the
peacock’s tail, which is a highly costly way of signaling reproductive fitness
to peahens because the longer and heavier the tail, the lower the agility and
mobility of the peacock (making it more vulnerable to attack by preda-
tors). A long peacock tail signals to the peahen, “Choose me. I carry this
huge handicap but still succeed in the competition for survival!”

In the human sphere, there is ample evidence that people are concerned
with manipulating signals to improve the image of their reproductive fit-
ness. For example, people are motivated to be seen as making charitable
contributions, irrespective of whether the contributions lead to benefits for
others.# Perhaps the largest domain of activity where the manipulation of
signals takes place is cosmetics and plastic surgery. Although people are
very good at judging the ages of other individuals, there is also evidence
that makeup can reduce the perceived age of others, and the older they are
the more positive the effect of makeup.5°

Thus, on the one hand hardwiring within individuals supports continu-
ity in behavior across historical periods, particularly in areas such as beauty
preferences: Youth and symmetry are preferred across time and across cul-
tures. On the other hand, throughout the ages, humans have used makeup
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and various kinds of cosmetic surgery (including tattoos, which have
become highly fashionable in the twenty-first century) to try to influence
how others see them. This is also a widely influential continuity in behavior.

Concluding Comment

Hardwiring inside individuals has received extensive attention, because
it fits the reductionism of mainstream research, heavily influenced as it
is by the individualism and self-help ideology of American culture.s* Of
course, hardwiring within individuals does support continuity in human
behavior, but the role of hardwiring outside individuals is arguably even
more important. This importance arises in part from the potential we have
to alter environmental conditions and in this way influence hardwiring
outside individuals and create new opportunities for social and political
changes. But we must approach this task with humility, because revolu-
tionaries of different types have in various ways attempted to reach this
goal. For example, the communists who came into power in Russia after
the 1917 revolution attempted to use behaviorist psychology as a way to
reengineer the environment in order to create the new Soviet citizen (this
is discussed in Chapter 8 of this book). The failure of Soviet collectiviza-
tion programs and the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1990 suggest a fail-
ure to achieve this goal and the power of continuity in behavioral styles.
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Political Plasticity and Bebhavioral Continuity
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CHAPTER 3

Why Do Leaders Still Exist?
Leadership and Followership

‘Leadership in the twenty-first century,” ‘the new leadership’ — contem-
porary discussions of leadership reflect a strong theme of what is new and
changing.’ These discussions look to the future and typically highlight
some novel aspect of leadership from a different angle.> Influenced by this
research literature, we readily assume that leadership has been undergoing
changes and is in a state of flux. Leadership seems to be about what is new
in a fast-changing world.

But I take a very different approach in this chapter, by interpreting lead-
ership as a pivotal and highly influential example of continuity in behavior
and what remains the same rather than what changes. I look to the evolu-
tionary roots of leadership and how in foundational ways leader—follower
relations have remained stable over very long time periods. I argue that
in some important respects leadership has changed very little throughout
human history. Also, because leadership is so influential, continuity in
this behavior has supported continuity in some other key types of human
behavior, such as in the area of inequality.

I begin by discussing the evolutionary origins of leadership and
inequality, which are linked. Next, I examine the role of leaders in
contemporary societies, a role that continues to be central and key.
This is despite there being available avenues for moving toward more
collective decision-making and relying less on individual leaders being
the ultimate ‘deciders.” I accept that institutional and constitutional
constraints on leadership are greater in democracies,? but I also argue
that in all twenty-first-century societies there continues to be very
heavy reliance on individual national leaders. Consequently, my argu-
ments about leadership in this chapter apply to all societies, both those
that are closer to absolute dictatorship and those that are closer to
actualized democracy.

25
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Factors Associated with the Evolution of Leadership

What are the evolutionary origins of decision-making being concentrated
in an individual leader? How did leadership first emerge, eventually evolv-
ing into the kinds of powerful national leaders (presidents, prime minis-
ters, etc.) that lead twenty-first-century societies, with the United States
arguably having an imperial presidency?# I begin by discussing the evolu-
tion of a surplus, an amount of food and other resources that was beyond
what was necessary for survival.

The Evolution of a Surplus

There is general agreement that the relatively stable climatic conditions of
the Holocene (roughly the last 11,700 years’) were instrumental in enabling
the development of a surplus through increasingly productive farming and
animal domestication. In turn, while the evolution of leadership in human
societies was influenced by a number of different factors,® the emergence
of a surplus was probably among the most essential. The availability of a
surplus could support a part of the labor force to be engaged in activities
other than food production, and this was a foundation for the develop-
ment of larger, more complex societies involving higher levels of divisions
of labor and specialization. For example, supported by a surplus, some
people could dedicate themselves to fighting against competitor groups,
to defend the surplus from attacks, and to try to expand the territories
controlled by the ingroup.

Both the presence of a surplus and the increased complexity of society
enabled by a surplus were contexts in which the role of leadership could
emerge as more central and important. First, a surplus attracts outgroup
attackers, and intergroup conflict is a condition in which effective lead-
ership becomes even more valuable.” Leaders help to organize defen-
sive forces to protect the interests of the ingroup. Second, a surplus can
lead to greater conflict within the ingroup, as ingroup factions compete
for a greater share of surplus resources, and a key role of leadership has
been identified as resolving internal conflicts; Mark Van Zugt argues, “it
would benefit group members, especially the weaker ones, to endorse a
leader to act as peacekeeper in the group.” Third, a surplus allows for the
growth of larger societies, with greater divisions of labor and more com-
plicated projects that require coordination and monitoring. An essen-
tial role of leadership is to achieve such coordination and monitoring,
enabling the successful implementation of more complex projects.
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A surplus could also be used by leaders to direct resources to group
members in ways that strengthen the leadership position, as well as to
monopolize resources for themselves. In this way, it serves to increase
inequalities in society, moving away from the more egalitarian hunter-
gathering existence humans experienced earlier in small groups, typically
numbering in the hundreds. According to Von Rueden, anthropologists
have described hunter-gathering societies as egalitarian “because of their
relative lack of resource inequality, absence of leaders with coercive politi-
cal authority, and intolerance of hoarding, arrogance, or aggrandizing
behavior.” (Despite being more egalitarian, hunter-gatherers also have
leadership, as Zachary Garfield and Edward Hagen point out: “[E]ven
the most egalitarian mobile hunter-gatherers have some forms of leader-
ship.”°) But although the distinction between societies with and without
a surplus is seen as highly important, some researchers have argued that
property rights played an even more important role in the evolution of
human societies and the expansion of the role of leadership.

Private Property

Explanations that center on a surplus through farming and animal
husbandry as the foundation for more complex societies and central-
ized leadership have been challenged by researchers who argue that the
coevolution of private property must be considered as equally impor-
tant. In an influential study, Samuel Bowles and Jung-Kyoo Choi point
out that, at least initially, in many places farmers were not more pro-
ductive than the foragers they gradually replaced.” If productivity was
not necessarily higher, those drawn to farming must have had other
incentives to change their lifestyle.

A factor that has emerged as important in the transition from a hunter-
gathering to an agricultural life is property rights, both in being able to
claim ownership to property and things and in being able to pass on
wealth as inheritance to others, usually one’s offspring.” The emergence of
property rights was less likely when the ‘property” in question was perish-
able and not easily stored, such as what was collected by hunter-gatherers,
including fruits, roots, and fresh meat. However, when the ‘property’ in
question is cereal grains that can be placed in longer-term storage or a
natural resource that is more predictable (such as a river or lake location
with a steady supply of fish), then the defense of such property is more
manageable.? Thus, the defensibility of resources is seen as a key factor in
the development of property rights.
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Inequality

Alongside the development of systems for storing a surplus in cereal grains,
there evolved, first, more centralized and formalized leadership and, sec-
ond, larger societies with greater inequalities. The presence of grain stores in
a community will inevitably attract attention from competitor outgroups,
who would like to attack and take over the surplus grain. The defense of
grain stores becomes a central task that can be aided through leadership, as
Siobhan Mattison and colleagues have pointed out: “Coordination of large
groups or complex tasks such as warfare present arenas in which leadership
has been hypothesized to be valuable.”

The role of leader as coordinator and commander of defense forces
developed at the same time as greater power concentration in the hands of
the leader, as well as larger inequalities in society. Irrespective of whether
leadership arose more through dominance or prestige, the leader inevitably
enjoyed greater power, as did some other individuals who had more influ-
ence in how the surplus was used. In some societies, a surplus meant that
some individuals could pay for the labor of others using surplus resources.
Such ‘hiring’ could be short term or long term and contributes to inequal-
ity, which was first evident about 10,000-12,000 years ago.’

Divisions of Labor

The emergence of a surplus meant that some people could spend their
time on activities other than food gathering/production. For example, the
leader could focus on managing projects and directing the strengthening of
defenses. Some individuals could specialize in the making of stone, wooden,
and leather articles, which could be used in trade to acquire products made
by other groups. Another form of specialization involved spiritual or reli-
gious behavior. Research on basic cognitive processes involved in belief,*
as well as on the origins of religion among hunter-gatherers,” suggests that
some forms of religious behavior evolved as part of human societies cer-
tainly by the early part of the Holocene. Along with this, some individuals
specialized in roles, as shaman, for example, supporting religious behavior.
As these specialized roles developed, although it is not inevitable that a
surplus result in greater cultural complexity, it is probably the case that as
divisions of labor increased and more specialized activities developed, there
was a greater likelihood for cultural complexity to also increase.

Much of the discussion about the origins of specialization have focused
on sex differences and the question of why in many societies there are major
differences in the tasks assigned to women and men. Alice Eagly and her
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colleagues have made a compelling case for the importance of gender roles,”®
collectively shared and upheld beliefs about the characteristics of women
and men, in how task specialization takes place for women and men in each
society. Reviewing evidence on sex roles in foraging societies, Wood and
Eagly show that “the fundamental determinants of division of labor, wom-
en’s reproductive activities and men’s size and strength, interacted with
environmental conditions to produce differing divisions of labor across for-
aging societies.” Although in most cases the divisions of labor followed
traditional patterns, environmental conditions influenced some alternatives
in early human societies, for example, women in some societies hunting
large animals and men also taking care of children. Along the same lines,
leadership in these early societies depended on environmental conditions:
Women made key decisions in some domains, but in areas such as defense
and intergroup conflict it was male leaders who dominated.

However, research suggests that males have tended to dominate lead-
ership positions even in societies that have not had a tradition of col-
lective violence. Two well-researched examples are the Tiwi of North
Australia and the Tsimane of Bolivia.>® In traditional Tiwi society, there
were practices that effectively and quickly resolved conflicts. For exam-
ple, the accused would have to stand in a fixed spot and tolerate being
the target for spears thrown from a distance by the accuser. But the
conflict would be declared at an end as soon as even a minor hit was
achieved. Conflicts would not be allowed to escalate to the intergroup
level. Among the Tsimane too, traditions of mutual dependency and
collaboration in farming, hunting, and fishing have been very strong
and associated with the absence of collective violence. In these societies
lacking a history of collective violence, elected leaders still tend to be
physically strong males with greater kin support.

Threats and Crisis Incidents

A substantial body of empirical and theoretical social science literature
suggests that group members more strongly support centralized leader-
ship when the ingroup is under threat and/or experiencing direct attack.>
The research of Napoleon Chagnon on the Yanomamo in the jungles of
Brazil/Venezuela,* as well as classic studies of intergroup conflict involv-
ing groups created by researchers,” demonstrates how in conflict situa-
tions aggressive leadership takes center stage. Such conditions of increased
threat arose as human population levels increased and there was greater
competitive contact between different groups.
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Contact between groups of hunter-gatherers sometimes involves con-
flicts, but intergroup conflicts became far more serious and complex when
the groups in interaction were larger and had specialized fighting forces.
Such military forces were led into battles by leaders, who gained greater
power and prestige in crisis situations. These leaders of early societies often
became early versions of what in contemporary terms are known as ‘dicta-
tors.” Thousands of years later, the role of dictator was formalized in the
constitution of the Roman Republic, when a single leader (usually the
emperor) is temporarily given extraordinary powers in order to guide Rome
out of a serious crisis.>* But the Roman Republic fell and was transformed
to a long-term dictatorship, in part because once extraordinary powers were
given to a leader, it proved extremely difficult to get them back.

In the next section I discuss the continuing central role of leadership
in contemporary societies. This continuity is in part through the role of
leader as a symbol through which members identify with the ingroup.

Leadership Continues as Highly Influential
and Central to Decision-Making

Leadership is a central and essential behavioral characteristic that evolved
as common to all major human societies,® with universal functions such as
being a source of valuable knowledge and resolving conflicts in the group.>
Irrespective of their political system and cultural characteristics, major soci-
eties share the feature of having a leader — an individual who leads, and is
followed by, others and has a dominant role in making decisions for the
group. We do not need to believe 7he Great Man (or Woman) theory of his-
tory,”” the idea that history is shaped by a small number of ‘great’ individu-
als, to accept that leaders have continued to be prominent in major societies
and have enjoyed influence well above the level of ordinary people.

A review of the leader—follower situation in the two most populous
countries in the world, China and India (which together have a population
of about 2.8 billion people, approximately 36 percent of the world’s popula-
tion), reveals that the individual leader continues to sway tremendous power
and influence, irrespective of whether the path to power for the leader is
more dictatorial or democratic. In China, Xi Jinping has declared himself
leader for life and launched what Elizabeth Economy describes as The Third
Revolution, the key to which is “the dramatic centralization of authority
under his personal leadership.”® As 7he Economist puts it, in contemporary
China “Mr Xi is to be seen as the undisputed authority on everything.”
In India, the populist strongman Narendra Modi swept to power through
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elections in 2014 and has governed by centralizing power and galvanizing
Hindu nationalism — against Muslims and others depicted as enemies.
Power is concentrated in the person of Modi; as Sanjay Ruparelia notes,
“Most observers simply refer to ‘Modi sarkar [government],” underlining its
personalization of power.”* This trend of power concentration in the hands
of a strongman leader is evident in many other countries in the twenty-first
century (such as Vladimir Putin in Russia and Recep Tayyip Erdogan in
Turkey®). The enormous power and status enjoyed by individual leaders
continues a very long tradition, spanning at least thousands of years. But
it was not inevitable that leadership would become a universal and central
feature of twenty-first-century human societies.

The question Why do leaders still exist? hints at alternative ways in
which decision-making could take place in human groups. First, there
are numerous examples of collective decision-making (rather than
decision-making by individual leaders), particularly among animals but
also among humans. Second, human societies now have available to
them the technological capability to enable many more people to par-
ticipate more frequently in decision-making, but this potential remains
unrealized.

Collective Decision-Making

[Clollective decision-making mechanisms across a wide range of ani-
mal group types, from insects to birds (and even among humans in
certain circumstances) seem to share certain functional characteris-
tics. Furthermore, at a certain level of description, collective deci-
sion-making by organisms shares essential common features with
mechanisms of decision-making within the brain.

Ian Couzin®

In many circumstances, animals have to rapidly make decisions that deter-
mine their survival and reproductive success, such as where and how fast
to move next, whether to rest to take advantage of food and water available
at their present location, and how to avoid a dangerous predator. Often,
such decisions are made collectively,” even though individual members
of the group do not have equal access to information. The differences in
information, such as the location of water or a predator, available to dif-
ferent group members are often because of their spatial locations. But the
presence of ‘naive’ individuals in the group does not necessarily mean that
a poorer decision is made by the group. On the contrary, research suggests
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that the presence of uninformed individuals can limit the influence of
strongly opiniated minorities and moderate group decisions to become
more inclusive and democratic.+

Collective decision-making can be interpreted as involving collective
cognition, in the sense that networks of animals can convey information in
a way analogous to neural networks in the brain. In this analogy, individ-
ual animals are similar to individual neurons, as Ian Couzin argues: “Ants
seem to exhibit a very ‘neuron-like’ behavior in which inactive ants exhibit
a low propensity to become spontaneously active (analogous to spontane-
ous firing of a neuron).” The direction of the group can be influenced by
a small number of ants/neurons who have more information than others.

Experiments with human groups show that a small informed minority
can influence the rest of the group to make correct decisions (they also
show that a minority can mislead the group to make incorrect decisions,
but that is not our focus here¥®). For example, John Dyer and colleagues
conducted experiments with fourteen—sixteen-year-old participants,’”
organized in forty mixed-sex groups of eight individuals each and asked
to individually stand on a letter (A—H) in an inner circle, facing a number
(1-16) spaced equally around the perimeter of an outer circle. In addition,
individuals were handed slips of paper with a behavioral rule to follow:
Naive participants were simply told to ‘stay with the group’ and informed
individuals were told to ‘go to number X, without leaving the group” (X’
representing a number from 1 to 16, found in the outer circle). Participants
were not allowed to communicate with one another during the experi-
ment. Nevertheless, results showed that a minority of informed individu-
als could influence a group to move to a target, even though most of the
group members were unaware of what the target was.

Thus, in both animals and humans there are instances where collective deci-
sion-making takes places and results in positive outcomes. This opens the pos-
sibility that collective decision-making, particularly in more open societies,*
can provide a viable alternative to decision-making by an individual leader.

Technology and Public Participation in Decision-Making

There have been very rapid advances in computer technologies and elec-
tronic communications, and these advances have accelerated in the twenty-
first century. These technological developments have helped authorities in
many countries continue to provide basic remote education in 2020—2021
despite the COVID-19 pandemic;® many more children would have
been deprived of education during this pandemic period if electronic
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communications had not been available. The same technologies have been
used to enable public participation in urban planning,* so that a greater
number of ordinary citizens can have a say in the design of the built envi-
ronment and, for example, how the design of a new road should proceed
(if at all). These developments have resulted in the growth of so-called
‘smart cities,” where (despite shortcomings*) communications between
the authorities and citizens are far more fluid and decision-making about
city planning is more participatory.+

In the domain of political decision-making, some progress has been
made, mostly at the local government level, in using electronic communi-
cations to expand the role of the public.#* But the vitally important deci-
sions that determine the direction of events for an entire country over
many years, such as whether or not to invade another country or lower
taxes for the super-rich and corporations, are often made by a single leader,
influenced by a close group of like-minded advisors. Of course, one could
argue that national leaders make decisions in light of public opinion (gaged
through polling), so in one sense the public does participate. But this is a
minimal and often nonexistent level of public participation, and there are
numerous twenty-first-century examples of national leaders who ignore
the wishes and interests of the general public.

In conclusion, although electronic communications provide greater
opportunities for mass public participation in political decision-making,
these opportunities are seldom taken up. When they are taken up, it tends
to be at the local rather than national level. Important decisions that shape
the direction of nations still continue to be taken by individual national
leaders. Of course, defenders of the status quo could argue that national
leaders make decisions through the influence of advisers and public opin-
ion, among others. Consequently, even if it is an individual leader making
the final decision in a ‘the buck stops here’ style, others do have influence.
However, the influence that others can have does not negate the domi-
nant and sometimes overpowering role of the individual leader in not only
making decisions but also setting the tone of behavior for others, particu-
larly in subtle areas such as ethics and morality.#

Having versus Not Having a Leader

Human societies might have evolved to rely far less, or perhaps even not at
all, on leaders. However, this is not the evolutionary path we took, and now
I want to briefly consider the implications of the path we did take, which
leaves us heavily reliant on individual leaders. Irrespective of the sources of
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power wielded by a leader,® even in the more democratic societies of North
America and the European Union, twenty-first-century leaders enjoy tre-
mendous power to influence decision-making. The question I take up is,
what are the implications of having leaders versus not having leaders?

The most direct and immediate implication of having leaders is that
power and prestige are centralized in the person of the leader, and also
in the group of supporters and advisers who surround the leader. This
concentration of power and prestige results in behaviors that set the leader
apart from the rest of the group. That the leader becomes psychologically
different is supported particularly by Sigmund Freud (1856-1939) in his
theoretical analyses (Freud’s examinations of leadership are among his
most compelling writings), and also by recent experimental research.

Freud limited his analysis of groups to those with leaders, because he
believed that only through leadership can groups achieve a high level of
coordination and organized action. For example, he would argue that
African Americans became an effective and mobilized group only through
leadership, such as that provided by Martin Luther King (1929-1968). The
leader is essential for group formation, which according to Freud takes
place through identification, arising when individuals perceive that they
share a common quality. The leader becomes the shared common object
through which individuals identify with one another, the primary group
being “a number of individuals who have put one and the same object in
place of their ego ideal and have subsequently identified themselves with
one another in their ego.”#

In addition to serving to bind the group together through identifica-
tion, according to Freud the leader also plays a vitally important role in
displacing aggression onto targets outside the ingroup (Freud was the first
psychologist to point out that dissimilar others are the prime target of
displaced aggression). This displacement of aggression is necessary because
there are within the ingroup libidinal (emotional) ties between group
members that involve both position and negative feelings.#” For example,
the members of a basketball team are bound together by positive emotions,
which results in strong cohesion and cooperation, but they also experience
jealousies, rivalries, and other behaviors that could potentially fragment
and harm the ingroup. Similarly, the members of an army or a church
are bound together by positive affections, but they also experience some
negative emotions toward one another. The role of the leader is to chan-
nel negative feelings and direct them on to dissimilar outgroup targets, so
that the illusion is maintained among ingroup members that they are all
part of a loved group. According to Freud, this illusion is common to all
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groups, even though they are different in many ways. However different
a church and an army may seem, “the same illusion holds good of there
being a head — in the Catholic Church Christ, in an army its commander-
in-chief — who loves all the individuals in the group with an equal love.”#

Freud saw the relationship between the leader and followers as being
rooted in our evolutionary past and the primal horde, and there being two
different kinds of psychologies for the leader and followers. The leader
stands apart from the group psychologically:

The members of the group were subject to ties just as we see them today,
but the father of the primal horde was free ... his will needed no reinforce-
ment from others ... he loved no one but himself, or other people only in so
far as they served his needs ... Even today the members of a group stand in
need of the illusion that they are equally and justly loved by their leader; but
the leader himself need love no one else, he may be of a masterful nature,
absolutely narcissistic, self-confident and independent.#

The idea that the leader has certain psychological characteristics that dif-
fer from that of followers need not be based on the assumption that leaders
are born that way and/or that there is something different about the per-
sonalities of leaders that leads them to misuse power. Rather, their different
circumstances can influence leaders to behave differently. Experimental evi-
dence suggests that when they are placed (even by chance) in extraordinary
situations, many ordinary people will tend to act in unusual and unexpected
ways, including harming others and becoming self-centered and corrupt
when they come to acquire power over others.’* The adage that ‘Power cor-
rupts, absolute power corrupts absolutely’ has proven to be true in experi-
mental studies.” For example, experimental studies show that power tends
to lead individuals to not see the constraints that normally inhibit people
from going outside the rules,” and these studies include experimental dem-
onstrations of embezzlement and bribery.? Unfortunately, real life provides
far too many examples of leaders becoming corrupted by power, from US
presidents such as Richard Nixon and Bill Clinton misusing their power to
major corporations such as Volkswagen cheating on emissions tests.’

Thus, the evolutionary path we took involves heavy reliance on leaders
as the centers of power and decision-making. In more dictatorial coun-
tries, leaders have fewer constraints on their actions; in large dictatorships
such as China and Russia and smaller dictatorships such as Iran and North
Korea, the supreme leaders cannot be questioned, criticized, or repri-
manded. This opens the path to enormous corruption, as other individuals
and groups (including the relatives and close associates of the ‘dear leader’)
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also position themselves behind the leader and outside the realm of criti-
cism. In more democratic countries, there are greater constraints on lead-
ership. Indeed, the entire process of democratization can be interpreted as
an attempt to constrain leadership and make the leader accountable to the
people. But we see that in practice this is extremely difficult to achieve,
and even in democracies leaders continue to enjoy enormous power and
decision-making authority, which they can and do misuse.

Concluding Comment

It is noteworthy — and ironic — that as electronic technologies advance
and make it possible to achieve decision-making that is far more participa-
tory, in the United States there has developed a more imperial presidency
and in China and India, the most populous dictatorship and democracy
respectively, Xi and Modi have also transformed their leadership roles to
be more centralized and powerful. The continuity of strongman leadership
is part of a tradition well established in human history, associated with
group-based inequalities and wealth concentration.

The rise of strongman authoritarian leadership in the twenty-first cen-
tury has coincided with the increased concentration of wealth, a topic I
turn to in Chapter 4. From their evolutionary roots, leadership and wealth
inequalities were closely connected, and this association continues in the
twenty-first century. Increased wealth concentration moves lockstep with
increased authoritarian leadership, wealth concentration being associated
with power and decision-making centralization.
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CHAPTER 4

Rich and Poor — Still Just as Different

‘Occupy Wall Street,” ‘the 99% vs. the 1%,” ‘the COVID pandemic and
increasing inequality’...on television, in newspapers, in chat rooms, on
Facebook, and all over the Internet, it seems everywhere we look, in the
twenty-first century the widening difference between rich and poor people
is getting a lot of attention. But this is not only in the mass media and the
Internet. In 2014, the English translation of Thomas Piketty’s 685-page
research book Capital in the Twenty-First Century became an unexpected
bestseller.! Along with this volume were published a series of other aca-
demic books on inequality,* all of which would normally have received
attention only in specialized research circles but have now become part of
a much wider debate about the rich and poor (within this debate, there is
some variation among researchers on the issue of rich—poor differences).
This wider debate created a space in which even ‘popular’ books took up
the theme of inequality, with titles such as 7he Triumph of Injustice: How
the Rich Dodge Taxes and How to Make Them Pay.*

The wider attention now given to inequality is no doubt in part because
the gap between the rich and the poor has grown to be so enormous
and wealth concentration has reached historically high levels. Oxfam
International reports that the world’s 2,153 billionaires now own more
wealth than 4.6 billion people,s and the 22 richest men in the world have
more wealth than all the women in Africa. The super-rich now take pri-
vate ‘fun rides’ to outer space in their own spaceships, keep as toys sel-
dom-used yachts that cost hundreds of millions (and sometimes billions!)
of dollars each,® and consume extraordinary luxuries in ways that harm
everybody.” Although there has been a decline in global poverty across
thousands of years of recorded human history,® wealth concentration and
inequality has increased sharply in recent decades.” As the subtitle of a
book on the wealthy declares, in the twenty-first century the billionaires
have “devoured the world” and acted on self-interest,”® as experimen-
tal research suggests they would." The kind of increasing inequality that
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we now have in major societies tends to result in the poor feeling extreme
relative deprivation, with detrimental health consequences for the bottom
group in the population.®

Of course, the categorization of society into two groups, rich and poor,
can be criticized as too simplistic and misleading, and the same criticism
can be made of Marx’s use of the two categories capitalist and proletariat
and Pareto’s use of elite and non-elite. After all, the middle class has grown
considerably and could serve as a bridge between the top and bottom
groups. However, in this discussion I use the terms rich and poor, rather
than categorize society into three or even more groups, because the trend
of increasing wealth concentration has created an enormous difference
between the rich and the rest in terms of the choices they have available
to them. Lukas Arndt has pointed out that the rich can be differentiated
by levels of income, wealth, and the origin of wealth.3 In this discussion,
following Piketty, I give highest importance to wealth as the main criteria
for assessing inequality, and I differentiate between the richest and the rest.
This is in line with empirical research showing that ordinary people also
differentiate between strata within the rich and see the richest as different
from the merely ‘rich.’s

But inequality is nothing new. In the first section of this chapter I review
evidence that shows a wealth gap and group-based inequalities in major
societies over the past 10,000 years or so. Particularly in the modern era,
the idea that poverty is detrimental and should be ended has developed. In
the next section, I examine this idea in relation to the ‘war on poverty.’
In the final section, I examine the ideologies that legitimize inequalities
between the rich and poor. These uphold the continuation of the gap between
the rich and poor, despite sound arguments suggesting that a large wealth gap
between the rich and poor is extremely harmful and should be avoided.

Rich and Poor across Historical Time

In order for inequality to come into existence and to grow in a society,
so that rich and poor groups emerge and the differences between them
become larger, there first has to be a surplus of resources. That is, there
must be a growth in resources above what is required for a population to
simply survive (as discussed in Chapter 3 of this book). The emergence of
a surplus came about during approximately the same era as the domes-
tication of animals, the growth of farming and human settlements with
larger populations, and, very importantly, traditions, customs, and/or
laws that enabled private property to be transmitted as inheritance across
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generations. Research suggests that these conditions first came about
approximately 10,000 years ago.

Ten Thousand Years of Inequality is the main title of a collection of research
discussions on the archeology of inequality in ancient history.® By examin-
ing evidence from graves, houses, and other buildings, as well as ancient
settlements of different sizes, archeologists have been able to map out differ-
ences between the rich and poor from at least 10,000 years ago. The archeo-
logical evidence shows that in ancient times whereas some individuals were
buried with many precious objects, such as thousands of beads, ivory rings,
and precious ceremonial spears, other individuals were unceremoniously
placed naked in the earth, with nothing to mark or accompany them in
their graves. Similarly, some families lived in relatively large homes with sur-
rounding gardens and lands, while others survived in pitiful, tiny shelters.

In the five-volume work A History of Private Lives,” we are presented
with a more intimate picture of the private lives of the rich and poor
from about 3,000 years ago to the modern era. For example, the historical
accounts of families during Roman times portray households where the
majority of inhabitants were servants and slaves, all working to provide a
luxurious life for a comparatively tiny group, the master and his family.
By the medieval era, there were not only differences between rich and
poor, masters and servants, but also between finer layers within the rich
and poor in society. For example, Philippe Contamine reports on subtle
differentiations between housing for different levels of medieval peasantry:

[TThere were houses for cotters, living on the verge of poverty; other houses
for day laborers who owned few tools and fewer animals; and still others
for well-to-do plowmen who owned several plows and harnesses and who
would have needed to store quantities of grain and straw and to house a
number of domestics. Obviously the shape of the peasant house must have
depended on the wealth of the peasant who occupied it.”®

Until the industrial revolution that accelerated from the eighteenth cen-
tury in Western Europe, accounts of private life portray a world in which
a small elite minority, backed by military power, owned almost all arable
lands, and the vast majority of people worked lands owned by their lords.”

These accounts provided of the private lives of the rich and poor match
assessments by economists, indicating that even in the early nineteenth
century the rich—poor gap was huge and about 80 percent of the world’s
population was poor, with about 5o percent in Europe living in extreme
poverty.> The historical situation is succinctly summed up by Jim Yong
Kim, a World Bank president: “Before 1800, just about everybody was poor.
You had royalty, you had these huge landowners, but they were a tiny, tiny
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minority and just about everyone lived in poverty. And everyone lived very
much wedded to their land. This was the entire history of humanity.”

Thus, studies in archeology and social history, as well as assessments
by economists, show that the private lives of the rich and poor and the
resources available to them have been very different over the last (at least)
few thousand years. This rich—poor gap was not exclusive to any particular
part of the world or to any particular era but was pervasive across major
societies and across eras. The pharaohs of Egypt, the emperors of Rome,
the Tsars of Russia, the emperors of China, the kings and feudal lords
of Europe — the rulers of different societies and the rich elite who sur-
rounded and supported them have enjoyed enormous resource advantages
for thousands of years. Archeologists have computed estimates of the Gini
coefficient, a measure of economic inequality (with values from o, com-
plete equality, to 1, complete inequality), for societies thousands of years
ago to show the persistence of inequality across history.> At the same time,
although computing estimates of the Gini coefficient for earlier societies is
a useful exercise, there is some uncertainty about the accuracy of such esti-
mates. This is because it is only in the last 200 years or so there have been
sufficient improvements in the statistical information necessary to arrive at
accurate measures of inequality.

Studies on global inequality from the early nineteenth century
show that inequality between individuals in the world has steadily
increased.” However, within this general trend there are patterns of
decreasing and increasing inequality, and these patterns provide hints
at how extreme inequality can be avoided. The thesis accepted by many
researchers is that in capitalist societies, there will be a general change
toward greater inequality unless there is intervention. But experts dis-
agree about the kind and level of intervention needed to ensure that
capitalist societies avoid extreme inequality. In an influential analy-
sis, Walter Scheidel has identified what he calls the Four Horsemen
of Leveling: “Four different kinds of violent ruptures have flattened
inequality: mass mobilization warfare, transformative revolution, state
failure, and lethal pandemics.”

The standard argument that capitalist free-market forces inevitably
result in extreme inequality, and this inequality will be controlled only
through interventions such as mass mobilization warfare or government-
implemented progressive taxation, seems to be supported by long-term
trends in wealth distribution. Research presented by Piketty and oth-
ers shows that before the start of World War I (in 1914), unregulated
markets in Europe resulted in high levels of wealth concentration and
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inequality — higher than in the United States.” The shocks of World Wars
I (1914-1918) and II (1939-1945) resulted in less inequality in both Europe
and the United States, as faced with catastrophic mass mobilization war-
fare the rich became more willing to make financial sacrifices and to share
their resources. However, promarket policies since the 1980s have resulted
in far greater inequality in the United States; this trend is less strong in
Europe (however, we should note that this standard argument is not sup-
ported by all researchers).

Despite some differences in how researchers interpret the sources and
historical patterns of inequality, there is general agreement that at least
over the last 10,000 years or so there has persistently been a huge gap
between the rich and poor.

The War on Poverty

The argument that steps should be taken to end poverty made serious prog-
ress from the eighteenth century, including in the works of Adam Smith
(1723-1790) and Jean-Jacques Rousseau (1712-1778). The last part of the
eighteenth century, influenced particularly by the ideas surrounding the
French Revolution, was the first time it was proposed that poverty could be
ended by introducing universal social insurance.”” The idea of a minimum
standard living as a right (rights being what we are owed*®) became more
widely discussed through the influence of Thomas Paine (1737-1809).> This
turn toward the right of people not to live in poverty was new and different
from previous policies, which attempted to regulate and segregate the poor
in poorhouses, as reflected, for example, through the so-called Poor Laws
that had developed from earlier centuries in England.>

In 2000, a formal antipoverty position was taken up internationally
through the United Nations Millennium Development Goals (MDGs),
with the target of halving extreme poverty by 2015. There is some consen-
sus that this initial antipoverty goal was achieved: From 1990 to 2015 the
number of people living in extreme poverty around the world declined
from 1.9 billion to 836 million.’ In the same time period, the number of
people living on more than $4.00 a day tripled and the number of under-
nourished people in poor countries halved. This progress paved the way
for more ambitious Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) from 2015.3
Of the seventeen SDGs to be achieved by 2030, the top two are ‘end
poverty” and ‘end hunger.’» Although some progress has been made in
decreasing poverty, the problem of poverty is far from solved, as reported
by a World Bank president:
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26% of the world’s population lives on less than $3.20 per day, which cor-
responds to the typical poverty line in lower-middle-income countries;
46% of the world’s population lives on less than $5.50 per day, the average
poverty line among upper-middle-income countries. In total, according to
these measures, an estimated 3.4 billion people — nearly half of the world’s
population — live in poverty.’

The goal of ending poverty has now been coupled with the slogan war
on poverty, and in some respects this has been taken up by researchers,
governments, and institutions such as the United Nations as a global
campaign. The argument is made that the rich have a duty to help the
poor climb out of poverty.’ This duty arises in part because rich countries
have imposed poverty on poor ones, first through colonization and more
recently through multinational corporations that have active sweatshops,
mining, pulp and paper, and other activities in poor countries but return
the vast bulk of their profits to rich countries.’ But the enormous profits
of multinational corporations, many of them US-based, have not propor-
tionally helped the poor within the giant superpower.

The so-called war on poverty has not ended but transformed poverty in
the United States. According to the title of an influential book, we now
have a war against the poor.’” This war against the poor is waged by depict-
ing them as ‘deserving’ to be poor, by attributing their poverty to lack of
hard work, resilience, intelligence, and other intraindividual weaknesses, by
depicting them as cheaters and dishonest, by incarcerating larger numbers
of poor people (who do not have the monetary resources to hire effective
defense lawyers) for minor offenses, and by interpreting ‘too much welfare
that prevents initiative’ as the reason most responsible for the continuing
problem of poverty.’® This individualistic, reductionist interpretation of the
causes of poverty does not take into consideration the extremely unequal
opportunities people have in the United States, with the poor having mini-
mal practical opportunities to improve their conditions.?® This situation
was made much worse by the Trump administration (2016-2020), which
in some assessments treated the poor with cynicism and contempt.+

Poverty alleviation programs have made some progress in non-Western
countries, particularly in China, India, and Mexico. Research on poverty
reduction programs in these three countries show that they are more suc-
cessful when they have the backing of the central authorities and when cen-
tral authorities take steps to ensure that local elites and local power brokers
play a constructive role in support of these programs.# Poverty reduction
in China has made particularly impressive progress and extreme poverty
has been reduced to probably just a few percentage of the population, but
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poverty in rural areas is persistent (about 37 percent live in rural areas in
China).# But there are several macrolevel trends that present challenges
to poverty reduction programs in lower-income countries. Most directly
and immediately, global warming is accelerating and impacting the poor
disproportionally, making the challenge of ending poverty far more dif-
ficult.# Related to this, despite the backlash against globalization, capital
continues to chase the highest profits and lowest wages across the world,
and, as Joseph Phiri and Kamal Abdullahi suggest, it is questionable if this
is the “ideal remedy for ending poverty and enhancing development.”+

Next, I turn to the question of how the superior position of the rich has
been justified.

Legitimizing Ideologies in History

[I]t may be laid down as a general principle, that the more extended
the ancestry, the greater the amount of violence and vagabondism;
for in ancient days those two amusements, combining a wholesome
excitement with a promising means of repairing shattered fortunes,
were at once the ennobling pursuit and the healthful recreation of the
Quality of this land. Consequently, it is a source of inexpressible com-
fort and happiness to find, that in various periods of our history, the
Chuzzlewits were actively connected with divers slaughterous conspir-
acies and bloody frays. It is further recorded of them, that being clad
from head to heel in steel of proof, they did on many occasions lead
their leather-jerkined soldiers to the death with invincible courage,
and afterwards return home gracefully to their relations and friends.#

This is how Charles Dickens (1812-1870) introduces the Chuzzlewit family
to us, in his sprawling comic novel Martin Chuzzlewir (1843/44). Dickens
assures us that like all rich and ancient families, the Chuzzlewits were inti-
mately involved in violence and conspiracies, as a means of becoming and
staying rich. Given that rich families like the Chuzzlewits have enjoyed
a luxurious and advantageous life relative to the poor for at least the last
10,000 years or s0, how have they justified their advantageous position? The
poor have always constituted the vast majority of people, and across history
there have been numerous rebellions and revolutions against the rich, the
privileged minority. Despite such disruptions, the gap between the rich and
poor has continued, even after major revolutions that were enthusiastically
led by revolutionaries skilled at using proequality rhetoric. For example,
despite historic revolutions in Russia, China, Iran, Egypt, and many other
countries ostensibly intended to enhance equality, and even end inequality,
the gap between the rich and poor has continued in these (and other)
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countries. Of course, after major revolutions the old rich get replaced by a
new rich. I was surprised and impressed by how quickly and skillfully the
new rich, using an ‘Islamic’ front, managed to replace the old rich that sur-
rounded the shah after the 1979 revolution in Iran. Clearly, what continues
to varying degrees after revolutions is a rich—poor gap and the need for legizi-
mizing ideologies, narratives that justify continuing inequalities in society.
To be effective, legitimizing ideologies have to be widely adopted in soci-
ety, both among the rich and the poor. Also, both those who are born rich
and those who become rich in their own lifetime typically come to believe
that their superior status and access to resources are justified.** Indeed,
those individuals who rise up the ranks and become rich in their own life-
time become even stronger supporters of the political system.+ After all,
their rise to the top (supposedly) shows that the system works and the ideol-
ogy justifying inequalities in society must be correct. Of course, as Dickens
points out, the rich do not have to rely exclusively on ideology to legitimize
their superior position. After all, the rich control the security forces: They
can and do use brute force to maintain the status quo. However, brute force
is costly and not always the most effective means of justifying and continu-
ing their advantageous position and maintaining group-based inequalities.
A shortcoming of brute force is that it makes it clear that the rulers do
not have the support of at least a significant portion of the population. A
less costly and more effective way is for the rich to use their far superior
resources to propagate, and to have widely adopted in society, an ideol-
ogy that legitimizes the existing power structure and resource distributions.
Evidence suggests such legitimizing ideologies have been particularly effec-
tive in the United States, where increasing inequality has been associated
with a shift toward conservativism rather than liberalism and resource redis-
tribution.# These legitimizing ideologies have been extensively examined
by Niccoldo Machiavelli (1469-1527), Karl Marx (1818-1993), and Vilfredo
Pareto (1848-1923), as well as by contemporary psychologists.*
Legitimizing ideologies can best be understood in relation to the concept
of false consciousness, the lack of awareness among people of the social class
they objectively belong to and the actual distinct and different interests
of their own social class vis-a-vis other social classes.”® For example, Jack
would be described as suffering false consciousness, because of his lack of
awareness that he meets the objective criteria for being a member of the
working class and that the interests of his social class are different from, and
in conflict with, the interests of the capitalist class (consisting of the people
who own the means of production). According to this view, false conscious-
ness arises because people adopt the ideologies that are dominant in society,
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and these ideologies are shaped by what Marx termed the capitalist class
and Pareto termed the elite to be biased and to justify the status quo.

Put simply, the rich shape the dominant narratives that explain how
society works, including how fair it is and who deserves to get what. The
rich use their influence to interpret their superior position in society as
fair and justified and to ensure that this interpretation is widely accepted.
In this way, the lower classes adopt interpretations of society that work
against their own personal and class interests. A number of contemporary
psychological theories have been strongly influenced by the concept of false
consciousness, a prominent example being system justification theory.”

But what motivates people to believe the dominant narratives in society?
Given that the dominant narratives justify the superior position of the rich,
why should ordinary people adopt these narratives, with the result that they
suffer false consciousness and act against their own interests? Of course,
these dominant narratives are supported by the vast media outlets, educa-
tion system, and other means available to the rich to propagate their ideas,
but what is it about the psychological characteristics of people that make
them receptive to these dominant narratives? Research suggests a powerful
psychological factor, captured by Mel Lerner’s hypothesis of the Belief in a
Just World, the conviction that people deserve what they get and get what
they deserve.s> According to research findings,’ this conviction means that
in societies with greater inequality, people justify the greater wealth gap by
reporting a greater merit gap between the rich and poor. Instead of perceiv-
ing a greater wealth gap as unjust, people interpret it as just by exaggerating
the merits of the rich and minimizing those of the poor.

"The just world hypothesis was launched through a pioneering study by Melvin
Lerner and Carol Simmons.* The report of this 1966 study is invaluable,
because the authors make clear how they are concerned with the relationship
between the larger sociopolitical system and the beliefs of individual citizens,
focusing on the puzzle of “how societies which produce cruelty and suffering
maintain even minimal popular support. What must occur is that the people
come to accept the misery and suffering as well as the norms and laws which
produce these conditions.” The illustrative study reported by the authors set
up a situation where a victim is (ostensibly) subjected to cruelty and suffering.
The victim took part in a learning task and (ostensibly) received severe and
painful electric shocks when she made mistakes. When the study participants
believed that they would witness the victim suffer again in a second session and
are powerless to change the victim’s fate, they devalued the victim. In other
words, they ‘blamed the victim’ for the suffering she experienced.

The ‘blaming the victim’ style of attributing the causes of injustice matches
well with an individualistic American Dream account of inequalities in society.
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According to this American Dream narrative, society is meritocratic and the
success or failure of individuals is determined by their own personal character-
istics, particularly how talented, resilient, and hard-working they are. Anyone
can make it, but only if they have the necessary individual qualifications. If Joe
and Jane are unemployed or underemployed much of the time, and unable to
provide adequate food and shelter for their three children, this is because Joe
and Jane do not have the personal talent, training, and determination required
to succeed in the free market. Their lack of success is unrelated to them having
been born into a financially poor African American family; their group mem-
berships are not relevant to their individual success, so it is argued.

Blaming the victim serves a self-protective function, because it preserves
a picture of the world as a place in which bad things happen to individu-
als who deserve bad outcomes, not a place where randomness and ill luck
could result in bad outcomes for good people — like us! In this sense, blam-
ing the victim is part of the larger legitimizing ideology of the American
Dream. Of course, legitimizing ideologies have a far longer history than
the American Dream. Their origins go back to at least the beginning of the
rich—poor wealth gap about 10,000 years ago.

A useful distinction can be made between divine and secular legiti-
mizing ideologies. Divine legitimizing ideologies began early in human
evolution,’¢ are pervasive across time and across societies, and assume non-
human, divine source(s) as legitimizers. These divine sources are typically
assumed to be God(s), who choose representatives on earth. As a conse-
quence, the claim is that these representatives, such as a king or a pope or
a supreme leader, acquire certain divine rights. Perhaps the best articulated
and most direct representation of the ‘divine right of kings’ was given by
King James I (1566-1625) of England and Scotland in 1609:

The State of Monarche is the supremest thing upon earth: For Kings are not
only Gods Lieutenants upon earth, and sit upon Gods throne, but even by

God himselfe they are called Gods.”

But for much of the last 2,000 years, in Western societies the Pope
has enjoyed an even greater role as ‘the representative of God on earth’
because in this role he has been placed above emperors and kings.’® The
same role of ‘God’s representative on earth’ is claimed by the supreme
leader in Iran and put into practice through the insertion of the principle
of Velayat-e-Faqibh in the Iranian Constitution.” As a general strategy, reli-
gious leaders of different kinds have claimed to represent God on earth
and to have the divine right of making decisions and judgments on behalf
of the rest of society, including in the realm of justice, inequality, and
relations between the rich and poor. In some societies the monarch took a
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shortcut by declaring himself/herself to be both the head of state and the
religious leader, a prime example being King Henry VIII (1491-1547).

But the claim by certain individuals to represent divine forces probably
began well before the advent of agriculture and the emergence of mass
religions in recorded human history. In a study of religiosity in thirty-
three hunter-gatherer societies,® 79 percent of the sample were found to
include shamanism, which involves a shaman interacting with a supernatu-
ral world. The shaman serves as an intermediary, often through entering
a trance state or some form of altered state of consciousness. In this way,
the shaman can claim to connect ordinary people with the spirit world — a
practice from at least tens of thousands of years ago that continues in some
form in the twenty-first century.® The connection shamans (ostensibly)
have with the spirit world gives them special status and influence in the
group, including on matters of justice and resource distribution.

Concluding Comment

The rich—poor divide has been continually with us at least over the last
10,000 years, since the growth of a surplus. It is this surplus that came to
be monopolized and used to maintain the rich—poor gap in different soci-
eties. The size of this gap has varied across time and across societies, and
in recent decades this gap has grown far larger. The scholarship of Thomas
Piketty and others has put a spotlight on how the super-rich have accumu-
lated an increasing share of global wealth and the bottom group have fallen
further behind. Remarkably, this concentration of wealth in fewer hands
is consistent across countries that avowedly have very different political
systems, such as China, Russia, and the United States.

Despite national and international programs to end poverty and
repeated rhetoric about a war on poverty, the rich—poor gap continues
and political plasticity in this domain seems rigid and consistently low. Of
course, government policies make an enormous difference to the size of
the rich—poor gap. For example, in the United States since the 1980s suc-
cessive Republican and Democratic administrations have followed poli-
cies that have further enriched the rich and made the rich—poor gap even
larger.®> My point, then, is not that the size of the rich—poor gap is fixed
but, first, that this gap has remained large over thousands of years and,
second, that despite political rhetoric to the contrary, in the twenty-first
century the size of this gap is increasing in association with the rise of
strongman authoritarian leadership and weaknesses in democracies.
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Ethnicity Is Forever

About 800,000 people were slaughtered in Rwanda in just 100 days in
1994." Most of the killings were by violent extremist Hutus and most of
the victims were Tutsis, the Hutu and Tutsi being the two major ethnic
groups in Rwanda. Eventually, about a million children, women, and men
were killed in the Hutu—Tutsi conflict that year. This horrendous vio-
lence would lead us to imagine that there are important and difficult to
change differences between the Hutu and the Tutsi, but this is far from
the case. Researchers have pointed out that these two ethnic groups are
highly similar and integrated; as Peter Uvin explains, “they speak the same
language, believe in the same God, share the same culture and live side by
side throughout the country.”

The Hutu and the Tutsi are examples of ethnic groups that, despite
being very similar on objective criteria, come to develop social construc-
tions of themselves and the other as being in fundamentally important
ways different and as being deadly enemies.? Between 1945 and 1999, fifty-
eight highly violent ethnic civil wars took place in different parts of the
world.# In discussing the prominence of ethnic conflict, Asoka Bandarage
argues, “The frustration and anger of the world’s poor...provide fer-
tile soil for mobilizing resentment. Today the response to oppression
does not take the form of class struggle as predicted by Marx but along
ethno-religious or cultural lines as defined by local and international
‘ethnic entrepreneurs.” In line with the structural-functional perspec-
tive, which gives importance to institutional and state factors in shaping
intergroup relations, ethnic conflict and ethnic minority persecution have
been enabled by the technological and administrative power of modern
nations.® Although social constructions of different ethnic groups can
change over time and ethnicity in twenty-first century nations is in some
ways different, ethnicity as a basis for group mobilization and intergroup
conflict is a persistent factor both in the bistorical and the contemporary expe-
riences of human societies.

48
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The title of this chapter includes a quotation from Stephen Worchel,”
who comments on the ‘forever’ nature of ethnicity, an ethnic group con-
sisting of people who share a sense of belonging, often based on (actual or
assumed) common descent, history, culture, language, religion, or race.®* On
the one hand, ethnicity has ancient roots and is part of our primitive heritage
(as Stuart Kaufman points out, “Ethnic identities have existed throughout
recorded history. Even in ancient times, ethnic groups such as the Hebrews,
Babylonians and Egyptians were important political actors™), and, on the
other hand, ethnicity is contemporary and continues to play a foundational
role in our twenty-first-century societies.® For example, ethnicity exerts
influence through political ethnicity, the mobilization of ethnic groups as
collective political forces," in the politics of both Western and non-Western
societies.” Ethnicity continues to shape collective and individual behavior
through ethnic identity, ethnic mobilization, ethnic prejudice and dis-
crimination, ethnicity and economic inequalities, and ethnic conflict. The
expectation that modernization would melt away the power of ethnicity in
politics, and social relations more broadly, has not come to fruition. Instead,
there has been an ethnic revival.® This continued influence, I argue, means
that ethnicity has low political plasticity and is highly resistant to change.™

I argue that that the root of ethnicity having low political plasticity is in
what is ‘out there’ in our socially constructed and collectively upheld collec-
tive life and not in biological factors. The characteristics of what is out there,
in terms of values, stereotypes, norms, and culture broadly, are shaped by
our historical experiences, including colonialism and slavery. The rigidity
of cultural systems as they pertain to ethnicity, for example, in terms of the
values assigned to different skin colors and stereotypes of different so-called
racial groups, reflects the low political plasticity of ethnicity.

The terms ‘ethnicity’ and ‘race’ are often used interchangeably, but this
is misleading. Ethnicity is a social construct based on perceptions among a
group of people, usually of their own group and/or other groups having
a common ancestry. Race refers to a group of people who share certain
characteristics that are heritable and physical (such as skin color). Despite
repeated exhortations that “Race is not ethnicity,” the failure to treat
these terms as different is common not only in psychological science but
also in medical science.’® In everyday life and in the mass media, race and
ethnicity are often used interchangeably, and it is often (wrongly) assumed
that by looking at the phenotype (the observable physical characteristics of
a person) one arrives at an accurate idea of the genotype (the genes a per-
son carries). However, research shows that genetic variation within ethnic
groups is larger than between ethnic groups.””
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Ethnicity has served as a continuously important basis for human
behavior, particularly in the realm of intergroup competition and con-
flict, even though objectively the differences between ethnic groups in
conflict (such as the Hutu and the Tutsi) can be minimal. The influence
of ethnicity continues today as a factor in how we are treated, particu-
larly with respect to access to resources and services. For example, ethnic
minorities have received less support and been detrimentally impacted
to a greater extent by the COVID-19 pandemic.”® Ethnicity has a pow-
erful influence in the realm of politics; for example, there is extensive
evidence that people prefer to vote for candidates of their own ethnic
group.” Inequality on the basis of ethnicity, rather than individual-based
inequality, is more likely to result in collective political mobilization.>
Being the target of ethnic discrimination and aggression also solidifies
ethnic identity and makes ethnicity a more appealing path for political
action.” In more ethnically polarized settings, voting is more likely to be
influenced by ethnicity.”

The first section of this chapter is focused on theoretical explanations of
ethnicity. Integral to this is the role of minimal or minor intergroup dif-
ferences. I shall also critically discuss sociobiology and a number of other
major theories used to try to explain the continued importance of ethnic-
ity in major human societies. In the second major section of this chapter
I explore the challenge associated with ethnic diversity. A question that
implicitly underlies ethnic diversity concerns whether ethnically more
homogeneous societies are at an advantage.

Explanations of Ethnicity

Ethnic group members often maintain, rightly or wrongly, that
they are descended from a common set of ancestors...Ethnic
identity, like kinship, is commonly seen as a primordial, ascribed,
essential status, not easily changed. And ethnic group relations,
like relations among kin, often seem to involve something more —
and more primal — than the rational pursuit of individual or class
interests.

Doug Jones®

Social technologies are manipulatory practices, for example
a leader asserting kinship ties among his people as a means for
increasing their cohesion. These practices are invented and passed
on culturally.

Frank Salter>
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Psychologists attempting to explain ethnicity are confronted with an
enigma: On the one hand, ethnicity is forever. The forever feature of ethnic
groups has led to numerous interpretations of ethnicity as something pri-
mordial, as somehow biologically based, as rooted in blood and explained
by essentialism,> which goes back to the idea of ancient hatreds and is the
oldest explanatory tradition in ethnic studies.?® On the other hand, the
changing nature of ethnic identity and manipulations by leadership has
resulted in more instrumentalist interpretations, meaning that leaders and
followers manipulate and use ethnicity when they see it as serving their
own interests.”” For instance, Salter (quoted above) points to the illustra-
tive example of a leader claiming kinship ties between the members of his
group as a way to increased group cohesion. Such manipulatory practices,
according to Salter, are invented and become part of the transmissible cul-
ture. As such, the identity and assumed characteristics of ethnic groups can
change over time. For example, the identity and assumed characteristics of
African Americans have changed in some respects across the centuries.

With respect to the forever feature of ethnicity, in many instances it
does not matter whether there is or is not an objective basis for claims that
there are actual kinship ties between members of an ethnic group. What
matters is zhe belief that there are such ties (even though objective evidence
argues against a common genetic ancestry®). As long as ethnic identity is
based on the belief that there are kinship ties between ethnic group mem-
bers, this belief will influence the behavior of ethnic group members (and
others toward them). This is an important part of the stability and con-
tinuity of ethnicity. Another aspect of this continuity is that one cannot
exit from an ethnic group one is born into, nor can one join a new ethnic
group. This is unlike religion and nationality: One can abandon or join a
religion, and one can change nationality.

Perhaps because of the widely held beliefs about the shared kin, com-
mon-origin, basis of ethnicity (both among the lay public and among
researchers), sociobiological and evolutionary accounts of ethnicity have
expanded.®® These accounts interpret the gene, and not the organism, to
be the unit of replication.”* From this perspective, humans serve as vehicles
for genes, and nepotism increases the survival chances of particular genes.
One of the most influential sociobiological researchers is Pierre van den
Berghe, who interprets ethnicity as an extension of kinship and points
to the normality and universality of nepotism as evidence of our biased
behavior in favor of those who share our genes.»

While the commonly held belief that ethnicity is based on common ances-
try and shared genes is a powerful factor in ethnic identity and behavior, this
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belief is not based on fact. Scientific evidence shows that “human DNA is
99.9% similar, whether we are from Europe, Asia, the Americas, or Africa ...
there is more genetic diversity within a single ... ethnic group than between
two or more groups.”* Genetics provides a simplistic and misleading account
of ethnicity, with detrimental consequences in areas such as health care.+
Medical treatment cannot use ethnicity as a guide to genetic characteristics,
because human populations cannot be accurately categorized into genetic
groups based on ethnicity. Geographical location is a more accurate guide to
genetic characteristics of people than is ethnicity.’ Of course, the belief in a
shared ‘homeland’ can have a factual basis and contribute to ethnic identity,
but in some instances, even more important is the social construction of an
ethnic identity — irrespective of its factual basis.

The Identity Tradition

From among the different psychological explanations of ethnicity, includ-
ing realistic conflict theory, psychodynamic theories, and justice theories,*
the most compelling is provided by social identity theory and the research
developments it inspired,” particularly self-categorization theory.’® From the
perspective of this identity tradition established by Henri Tajfel (1919-1982)
and John Turner (1947—2011), the emphasis is on individuals perceiving
themselves as members of a particular social category (e.g., white American,
African American, Hispanic American) and using the norms of that category
as a behavioral guide. Once identification with a social category takes place,
then ingroup stereotypes also influence the individual. Also, there tends to
be an exaggeration of differences between the ingroup and outgroups and a
minimization of differences within the ingroup.

A combination of cognitive and sociopolitical factors influences which
particular social categories a person identifies with. A key cognitive factor is
salience, which is determined by accessibility and fit: “[Gliven two equally
‘ficting’ categories, the more ‘accessible’ one will become salient and, given
two equally ‘accessible’ categories, the one that better ‘fits’ the perceptual
data will become salient.”+ Thus, identification with a social category is
more likely to take place if that social category comes to mind more easily
and if the person’s information fits with the characteristics of that social
category. As to what determines the ease with which social categories come
to mind and what kinds of information individuals have about social cat-
egories, these arise out of socialization processes and the integration of indi-
viduals in the larger world. Through socialization, individuals enter into
society and its dominant narratives, just as society enters into individuals.#
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When we are born, powerful social and political narratives are already
in place and active in the collective life surrounding us. Integral to these
narratives are depictions of ethnic groups, with their associated stereo-
types and norms. For example, there are (often incorrect) narratives about
biological differences between ethnic groups, including in areas such as
‘genetic differences and ethnic groups’ and ‘inborn intelligence differences
and ethnic groups.” Mainstream psychology along with the stories it has
generated over time about ethnic groups, some of which have been racist,
is a central part of these dominant narratives in the larger society.

It is these dominant narratives that in large part explain the forever nature
of ethnic groups. Changing dominant narratives involves much more than
changing individual minds, because dominant narratives are out there, in the
discourse of the larger society, in the education system, in folk tales, in chil-
dren’s stories, in myths, and in culture broadly. Also, dominant narratives
can be incorrect but continue to have influence. For example, there are only
minor differences between ethnic groups such as the Hutu and the Tutsi,
but the dominant narratives in Rwandan society position these two groups
as being inherently and enormously different. The central role of minor dif-
ferences in intergroup relations and conflict was explored by Sigmund Freud
(1856-1939), who referred to the narcissism of minor differences.

Experimental research also highlights the power of minor intergroup
differences. Empirical research using the minimal group paradigm has
demonstrated that social categorization even on a minimal or trivial basis
can lead to intergroup bias.# Minimal group paradigm studies usually fol-
low a two-part sequence. In the first part, participants carry out a fairly
trivial task, such as estimating the number of dots flashed onto a screen.
In the second part, the participants are divided into two groups, such as
group X and group Y, ostensibly on the basis of how they carried out the
trivial task. Next, participants are asked to allocate points to the members
of groups X’ and ‘Y. The points they allocate will not come to them
personally, nor do they know who is in group X’ and group ‘Y,” nor will
they have any interactions with the members of group X’ and group Y.’
Despite this, the general tendency has been for participants in Western
societies to show ingroup favoritism in point allocations.

Of course, it has been argued, with empirical support,# that in a context
where there is only one criterion (i.e., the basis for social categorization) to
guide action, that criterion will become important — even though in other
contexts this criterion could be trivial. In real-world settings, such as sports
stadiums, a seemingly trivial criterion, such as team colors or team mem-
bership, can become enormously important (as Bill Shankly, the Liverpool
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Football Club manager said, “Some people think football is a matter of life
and death. I assure you, it’'s much more serious than that.”#). The minor
differences between the Hutu and the Tutsi became a matter of life and
death. During the 1994 genocide, each side positioned the other as not only
different but subhuman and an evil group that must be annihilated.#” It is
the collective, shared, and diffuse nature of collective narratives that sup-
port the continuation of ethnicity as a powerful force in human societies.

Although ethnicity has the potential to serve as a basis for collective
mobilization and conflict, certain factors will increase the probability of
this process coming to fruition:

* Populist leadership and powerful elites who view ethnic mobilization
and conflict as advantageous to themselves.

* A compelling narrative (often strongly shaped by ingroup
interpretations of history) that legitimizes ethnic conflict.

* Strong motives (e.g., material gain) for the majority to engage in, or
at least not resist, ethnic conflict.

* The design of political institutions and traditions that highlight
and exaggerate ethnic differences and endorse a ‘winner take all’
perspective on interethnic competition.+

* An international context that allows or even enables ethnic conflict
and ethnic minority persecution.

These factors are more likely to become effective in multiethnic, rather
than ethnically more homogeneous, societies. This implies that ethnic
diversity is associated with certain serious challenges.

Challenges Raised by Ethnic Diversity

Just as ethnicity is forever, the challenges raised by ethnic diversity are
forever. Here I discuss the challenges in dealing with inequality, prejudice,
discrimination, interethnic conflict, and genocide.

Inequality, Prejudice, and Discrimination

Ethnic diversity raises questions about the inevitability of certain prob-
lems associated with interethnic relations. Are ethnically diverse societies
doomed to experience prejudice and discrimination against ethnic minori-
ties, as well as inequalities and conflict across ethnic groups? Such questions
arise from a perspective that interprets ethnic diversity as a disadvantage,
as a subtractive feature that in some ways diminishes societies. From this
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perspective, the greater the ethnic diversity, the more extreme the negative
impact of ethnicity. William Easterly summed up research findings on the
subtractive economic consequences of ethnic diversity:

More ethnically diverse cities and counties in the United States spend less
on public goods. States with more religious-ethnic heterogeneity show
lower public support for higher education and lower high-school gradu-
ation rates. In Kenya, there is less funding for primary schools in more
ethnically diverse districts. Ethnic diversity also predicts poor quality of
government services ... In U.S. cities, there is a link from ethnic diversity
to bloated government payrolls. Ethnically polarized nations react more
adversely to external terms of trade shocks. More foreign aid proceeds are
diverted into corruption in more ethnically diverse places. Ethnic homo-
geneity raises social capital, or trust, which in turn is associated with faster
growth and higher output per worker. The finding that ethnic heterogene-
ity lowers trust is confirmed with both U.S. data and cross-country data. In
the United States, greater ethnic heterogeneity makes participation in social
clubs less likely, which is consistent with the idea that there is not much
association across groups.*

But there is also a positive perspective on ethnic diversity, one that
proposes that societies gain by becoming more ethnically diverse. This
‘additive’ view argues that an ethnically more diverse society is richer and
stronger, for example through the excitement and even glamor of having
ethnic neighborhoods, such as ‘Little Italy’ and ‘Chinatown.” This additive
view of ethnicity is attributed as having benefited ancient empires, such as
the Roman Empire, which were tolerant of diversity.*® But tolerance was
by necessity, because in ancient empires the central authorities did not
have the technological weapons available to contemporary governments to
enforce assimilation and homogeneity.

One of the important changes that have come about is the enormously
powerful technologies, institutions, and bureaucracies at the disposal of
twenty-first-century national governments to be used as weapons for
trying to enforce ethnic assimilation and homogeneity. At least seventy-
five countries are using artificial intelligence (AI) technologies (such as
facial recognition) for surveillance, and the Chinese company Huawei
is responsible for supplying Al surveillance technologies to at least fifty
countries.” The power of Al is being used to monitor and control ethnic
groups.” At the same time, electronic communications are also helping
ethnic minorities and separatist groups, such as the Basque in Spain,
the Scots in the United Kingdom, the French Quebecers in Canada,
and the Kurds in Turkey, Iraq, Syria and Iran, to mobilize as distinct
collective movements.
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The mobilization of ethnic groups in many different regions of the
world is in part a response to the inequalities and deprivations suffered
by ethnic minorities in ethnically diverse societies. Thomas Piketty and
others have highlighted the enormous wealth concentration taking place
throughout the world,” and Max Haller has argued that more attention
should be given to inequality not just between but also within nations.* A
central claim made by Haller, which is supported by some other research-
ers,” is that ethnic diversity is associated with greater inequality, and more
ethnically homogeneous societies enjoy more equality.

At the heart of ethnic inequality, and discrimination against ethnic minor-
ities,’ is the historical experiences of colonization and slavery. The long arm
of this history, particularly tragic for the colonized and enslaved, has resulted
in a colored class structure,’” with whites at the top, blacks at the bottom, and
other shades in between. Reacting to perceptions of group-based inequality,
ethnic groups have mobilized and attempted to challenge white supremacy.*
In Western societies, this ethnic mobilization is undoubtedly in large part
a result of the increasing number of ethnic minorities. For example, in the
United States by 2044 the white population is predicted to fall below so
percent of the total population.” Increases in ethnic minority numbers
in Western societies are being seen as a threat by the white population in
Western countries,® as well as by the Western security establishment.”!

The reaction of the dominant white group to ‘invasions’ of nonwhites
reflects a behavioral tendency that probably arose out of long-term evolu-
tionary processes. Such behaviors are associated with ingroup reactions to
external threats, at a primitive level associated with how organisms deal with
invasive species, life forms that are not native to an area under consideration
and whose introduction causes harm, death, and even extinction of local life
forms. The concept of invasive species has been applied to animalsand plants
but is also applicable to humans.® Just as the introduction of invasive plants
and animals can threaten, and lead to ‘defense’ reactions from, local
plants and animals, the invasions of territories by groups of humans can
result in defensive reactions from locals living in an area being invaded.

The history of Western colonization in Africa, Asia, and the Americas
provides numerous examples of both failed and relatively successful
defensive reactions from local populations. The indigenous population of
Tasmania was wiped out by European invaders, with most of the kill-
ings taking place between 1800 and the 1830s.% Tens of millions of indig-
enous American Indians were killed as Western expansion took place in
the United States.® The population of Africa drastically reduced through

European invasions, bringing with it the slavery of millions of Africans
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and deadly diseases against which local Africans did not have immunity.%
In contrast, Japan successfully isolated itself from the rest of the world,
in particular keeping out Western religious missionaries, for two centu-
ries between the seventeenth and nineteenth centuries.® Through effective
defensive tactics, despite suffering defeat and invasion in World War II,
Japan has emerged in the twenty-first century as an advanced industrial
nation with a distinct culture.

The experiences of the Tasmanians, who were invaded and annihilated
by Western colonists, and the Japanese, who for long periods excluded
outsiders and continue to thrive as an independent nation and culture,
demonstrate that the outcome of interethnic contact can be very different.
Similarly, the outcomes of interethnic contact within societies can also be
different. We can organize to achieve different kinds of outcomes in eth-
nically diverse societies, resulting in high or minimal levels of intergroup
prejudice, discrimination, and conflict. However, such organization must
be based on the recognition that the probability of certain behaviors is
made more likely by our evolutionary past.

An important example of evolutionary-evolved behaviors is ethnic
ingroup reactions to perceived ethnic outgroup threat. Ethnic groups that
feel threatened are more likely to support aggressive authoritarian strong-
man leadership, be less tolerant of nonconformity and dissimilar others,
and show less support for civil liberties.®” These behaviors result in the eth-
nic group becoming more cohesive and unified under strong centralized
leadership, in readiness to fight off aggressive foes. But becoming a more
formidable and ‘battle ready’ ethnic group comes at a cost: lower tolerance
for those who are perceived to be different.

Contemporary transportation and technologies have increased the speed
with which vast numbers of ethnic outgroups can quickly move from one
region of the world to another.®® For example, millions of people rapidly
moved from the Near and Middle East to Europe in the early part of the
twenty-first century, driven from their homes by the turmoil caused by the
invasions of Afghanistan (2001) and Iraq (2003), devastating wars (such as
in Syria), or extreme political repression (such as in Iran). Similarly, mil-
lions of people continue to move from South America to the United States,
motivated to migrate to escape gang violence, poverty, and instability. In
response to the sudden appearance of these large numbers of dissimilar out-
group members at their borders, there has been an ethnocentric backlash
among white nationalists in Europe and the United States. At the extreme
levels, such antioutgroup movements result in violent interethnic conflict,
ethnic cleansing, and genocide, topics discussed in the next section.
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Ethnic Cleansing, from Ghettoization to Genocide

Ethnic cleansing involves the removal of an ethnic population from a ter-
ritory, in order to homogenize the ethnic makeup of that territory. Erin
Jenne has said of ethnic cleansing, “Although the concept is relatively
new, the phenomenon to which it refers is as old as human civilization
itself.”® Jenne’s claim is confirmed by historical examinations, which
reveal that ethnic cleansing took place repeatedly in human history and
more recent ethnic cleansing is often rooted in historical narratives.”
Examples of ethnic cleansing in the modern era include targets such
as the indigenous Indians of America and various ethnic minorities in
Europe.” Influenced by Hannah Arendt (1906-1975), one line of argu-
ment has been that the technologies and bureaucracies of modern nations
states and democracies have a banal dark side that ultimately categorizes
the social world into ‘us’ and ‘them,” normalizes evil, and paves the way
for ethnic cleansing.”

Ethnic cleansing has been implemented through a variety of strategies
across history, ranging from the relatively mild ‘internal transfer and ghet-
toization’ of a population, involving the forced transfer of a group to a
ghetto inside the country, to the most extreme and horrendous tactic of
genocide, mass killing and group annihilation (see Figure 5.1).

The strategies listed on the continuum in Figure 5.1 are intended to
represent important examples, rather than an exhaustive list. I now briefly
discuss each of the listed strategies.

Internal Transfer and Ghettoization

The mildest form of ethnic cleansing I have listed involves the rounding
up of an ethnic minority and placing them in isolation. The purpose of
such isolation can be either to simply keep an ethnic group under control
and away from the rest of the population or to bring about changes in
the isolated group. An ongoing example of the latter is the treatment of
the Uyghur minority in China; several million Uyghur Muslims have
been undergoing political reeducation in special camps.”? But Western
democracies have also engaged in this kind of strategy; for example, dur-
ing World War II, both in the United Kingdom and the United States
certain ethnic groups deemed to be dangerous and potential ‘enemies
within,” such as the Japanese in the United States, suffered internment in
isolated camps.7+
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Internal transfer Internal and external
and ghettoization Expulsion ethnic war Genocide
Most mild strategy Most extreme strategy

Figure 5.1 Varieties of strategies for ethnic cleansing

Expulsion

The expulsion of ethnic minorities from particular territories is so com-
mon that even many large-scale expulsions tend to receive little interna-
tional attention. For example, in 1989 almost 400,000 Turks and Muslims
were expelled from Bulgaria, a tragedy that is largely forgotten.”” A more
recent example is the mass expulsion of the Rohingya from Myanmar.7®
Whereas ‘internal transfer and ghettoization’ still leaves the targeted eth-
nic minority within the territory of the dominant group, and thus still a
responsibility of the ruling government, expulsion from a territory osten-
sibly frees the dominant group and ruling government from responsibility.
For example, the Turks expelled from Bulgaria to Turkey in 1989 now
became the responsibility of the Turkish government — even though they
were forced to abandon most of their wealth back in Bulgaria.

Internal and External Ethnic War

Both in the modern era and historically, ethnicity has regularly served as
the basis of both civil wars and interstate wars, as Lars-Erik Cederman
points out in Foreign Affairs: “Ethnic nationalism is most likely to lead to
civil war, but it can also trigger interstate war by encouraging leaders to
make the sorts of domestic appeals that can increase tensions with foreign
countries.””” Some of the most ferocious ethnic conflicts arise out of efforts
by a numerical majority to overcome the military stranglehold of a numer-
ical minority, an example being attempts by the Sunni majority to over-
throw the murderous Assad regime (which is Shiite, and backed by Shiite
Iran) in Syria.”® Because many ethnic groups are dispersed across national
boundaries, in some cases governments see it as necessary to intervene in
other states in order to protect the interests of ‘their ethnic ingroup.” For
example, in 2022 the Russian government has invaded Ukraine, ostensibly
to protect the interests of Russians and Russian speakers who live in the
Ukraine” — the result being conflict with countries of the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization, which includes the United States.
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Genocide

Genocide, the most extreme form of ethnic cleansing, has a long history
in human societies.** However, a number of researchers have convincingly
argued that the administrative, organizational, and technological weapons
at the disposal of modern states means that genocide can now be carried
out far more effectively and efficiently.® On the other hand, optimistically
one could argue that globalization and the advancement of technology also
means that news about genocides in the twenty-first century, such as in
Darfur, in North Kivu (Democratic Republic of Congo), and the Rohingya
(Myanmar), spreads rapidly and globally, thus giving opportunities for
genocide to be opposed and for perpetrators to be punished. Also, optimisti-
cally one could add that there are now international institutions, such as the
International Court of Justice at the Hague, that can act to implement jus-
tice no matter where in the world a genocide is committed. However, these
international mechanisms have failed to prevent genocide in the modern era.

Concluding Comment

Ethnicity has low political plasticity and is a continuously important factor
in the everyday lives of many people in the twenty-first century. Topics
such as prejudice and discrimination continue to be central in psychol-
ogy,® because of the high salience and influence of ethnicity in everyday
life. Ethnicity continues to play an important role in political behavior,
having an impact on voting patterns and political support for individual
candidates and political groups. That is why politicians such as Donald
Trump attempt to appeal to particular ethnic groups and give signals
of their ethnic biases, such as Trump’s well-publicized speeches against
Mexican immigrants and his ‘Muslim ban’ against people from Middle
East countries.®

Modernization has not diluted the power of ethnicity in influencing
behavior. Far from it, ethnicity has become an even more important theme
in our twenty-first-century world. From the perspective of left-wing critics,
powerful elites (who control the mass media, education system, and other
means of high influence) have manufactured ethnicity as a more dominant
theme because it distracts from social class and helps to sidetrack movements
that might otherwise lead to class conflict. But these left-wing criticisms still
accept that such outcomes are possible only because of the high potential of
ethnicity for serving as a basis for identity and collective mobilization.
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CHAPTER 6

Religion, Eternally Present but
with a Thousand Faces

Religion, beliefs in divine powers and the implementation of rituals and
practices directed to such powers,' has been expected, according to secu-
larization theory,> to be in a state of decline as science and technology
advance and replace religious explanations. An important aspect of religion
is spirituality, which involves awareness of a transcendental dimension to
existence.’ The advancement and global spread of higher education, as
well as science,’ which demands empirical proof and the objective testing
of hypotheses, would seem to go against religious belief in divine powers,
which cannot be scientifically known or assessed. The rise in scores on
intelligence tests in the general population over time and across genera-
tions around the world also suggests that the influence of religion should
decline,® since almost a century of research has established that there is
a negative relationship between religiosity and intelligence.” People who
score higher on intelligence tests have less faith in religion, and as scores on
intelligence tests increase around the world, one would expect religiosity
to also decline. From this perspective, then, religion should be becom-
ing weaker in the twenty-first century, and the influence of religion on
political behavior should also be in decline. But the role and impact of
religion in societies around the world have proved to be extremely resilient
to change and complex.®

On the one hand, there is evidence that there has been a global
decline in religion in the early twenty-first century. Reporting on inter-
national studies on trends in religiosity, Ronald Inglehart claims, “From
about 2007 to 2019, the overwhelming majority of the countries we
studied — 43 out of 49 — became less religious. This decline in belief
was not confined to high-income countries and appeared across most
of the world.” This decline in religiosity has been reported even in the
United States, a country that once seemed to be impervious to global
trends in the weakening of religion.” On the other hand, studies on the
separation of church and state clearly show that such separation has noz
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taken place as expected in line with a decline in religion, so that reli-
gion continues to have a powerful impact on politics and government
in most societies." Although countries that are more democratic have
a higher level of separation of church and state, the recent weakening
of democracies, including in the United States,” has been accompanied
by fuzzier lines between church and state even in democracies. In par-
ticular, the power of the religious right in US politics continues.? Also,
there are signs that the picture of ‘religion in decline’ is too simplistic
and is being challenged by some researchers. For example, the Danish
researcher Hans Ruan Iversen claims, “Ninety percent of the ... people
on this planet are thoroughly religious-minded — and they will probably
continue to be so.”* Also, a religious resurgence is taking place in some
societies."

My own experience with religious resurgence came through my living
and researching in Islamic countries. After decades of modernization and
the rapid expansion of higher education under the shah, Iran experienced
a major revolution in 1979. The shah was ousted, but instead of a turn
to democracy, the tragic outcome of the revolution in Iran was a return
to Islamic dictatorship and repressive rule by mullahs. This was another
example of how the physical and social networks of religious groups, built
up over many centuries and sometimes millennia, give them an enormous
advantage in shaping and undertaking political activities, particularly in
times of turmoil such as after major revolutions that topple governments.
I witnessed different manifestations of the resurgence of Islam during my
research in other Islamic societies, including Turkey, Tunisia, Morocco,
the Philippines, Malaysia, Egypt, and Indonesia, the most populous
Islamic country.

In order to better identify the larger communal-societal role of
religion, it is useful to differentiate between different types of private
and shared informal spiritual and formal religious experiences among
individuals and collectives. I have identified four alternative forms of
religious experience, listed below. By far the most important type of
experience in the context of this discussion is formal collective religious
ceremonies (#4).

1. Informal Individual Spiritual Experience

Most people who report being religious have a personal sense of the
divine, a belief in God or something beyond the material world.* This
is often a private feeling, sometimes mystical, experienced by them
personally as individuals.
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2. Informal Collective Spiritual Experience

At times a group of individuals who have gathered informally engage
in spontaneous activities that result in a shared spiritual experience.
For example, these individuals might have gathered to remember a
departed person or past event (such as a tragedy during which many
people died), narrate stories about the departed, or sing or play musi-
cal instruments, or read, or pray together for comfort. Out of such
spontaneous activities often emerge spiritual experiences for the group.

3. Formal Individual Religious Ceremony

People often engage in formal religious activities as individuals. In such
cases, believers interact individually in a formal religious context, such as
when Catholic believers individually take part in confession or when Jewish
believers individually say prayers on Yom Kippur, the Day of Atonement.

4. Formal Collective Religious Ceremony

By far the most influential religious practice is the formal collective religious
ceremony. It is in these ceremonies that religious officials (priests, imams,
rabbis, etc.) exert direct control over people in public settings, lead them in
prayers, deliver sermons telling people how they should behave, and gen-
erally reinforce conformity and obedience among community members.

But why do people continue to engage in such religious activities? In the rest
of this chapter, I examine limitations on political plasticity in the domain of
religion. The main question I address is, why does religion continue to have a
powerful influence in societies? Why has religion not disappeared, as predicted
by secularization theory? First, I discuss research on the sources of religion. The
focus in this first section is mainly on cognition and processes inside individuals.
Next, I explore those social, cultural, and material characteristics of the world
‘out there’ outside individuals that sustain and strengthen religion.

The Evolutionary Roots of Religion

In examining the sources of religion, it is useful to distinguish between dif-
ferent types of religious experiences and practices. Research on genetics in
this domain, popularized by books such as 7he God Gene,” focuses more on
the sources of spirituality and not directly on the institutions and collective
practices, ceremonies, and movements organized through formal religions.
The major formal religions, such as Christianity, Judaism, and Islam, have
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enormous power as global economic and political organizations; they are
extremely successful as international businesses (Adam Smith discussed reli-
gions as business enterprises in 7he Wealth of Nations®). After all, how many
international businesses can boast of having lasted for thousands of years?

Of course, the argument could be made that it is the individual experi-
ence of spirituality and a sense that there are things (particularly divine
powers) other than our material world that enable the formation of institu-
tionalized religions. But presumably spirituality could manifest itself in dif-
ferent ways and could lead to different outcomes in the larger 